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In the last few decades, research on translation competence (TC) has been quite productive 
and fostered the conceptualisation and analysis of translation-specific skills. TC is generally 
assumed to be a non-innate ability (Shreve 1997, 121), which is “qualitatively different from 
bilingual competence” (PACTE 2002, 44–45) and, as a “basic translation ability[,] is a 
necessary condition, but no guarantee, for further development of a (professional) 
competence as a translator” (Englund Dimitrova 2005, 12). However, apart from these 
agreed-on assumptions, the definition and modelling of TC still remain open questions and 
have resulted in a wide variety of concurrent (near-synonymic) terms and conceptual 
frameworks aiming to identify the essential constitutive components of such competence. 
From the mid-1980s, empirical studies have considerably contributed to the investigation of 
TC and, in some cases, led to the development of empirically validated definitions and 
models (e.g. PACTE 2003; Göpferich 2009). However, most empirical analyses focus on the 
translation process, i.e. the behavioural and procedural features of (un)experienced 
translators, and aim to identify possible patterns which might be conductive to high (or 
poor) translation quality. To provide a complementary perspective to this approach, an 
empirical longitudinal study was designed which is mainly product-oriented but also 
encompasses process-related data. The aim of the study is to observe whether different 
levels of competence reflect on different linguistic patterns and common procedural 
practices, which might be used to define TC and the stages of its development. The study 
monitored the performances of a sample of professional translators and BA- and MA-level 
translation trainees, who carried out six translation tasks over a three-year period. Each 
translation task involved the translation of a non-specialist English source text into the 
participants’ L1 (i.e. Italian) as well as the compilation of a post-task questionnaire 
inquiring on their translation processes. The synchronic and diachronic analysis of data 
mainly adopted a descriptive perspective which considered both product-related data, i.e. 
mainly lexical and syntactical features, and the process-related data concerning delivery 
time and the participants’ responses to the post-task questionnaires. Moreover, the 
assessment of translation acceptability and errors allowed for the association of specific 
descriptive trends with the different levels of translation quality which have been identified. 
The findings led to the profiling of three different stages in the acquisition of TC (i.e. 
novice, intermediate, and professional translator) and to the development of training 
guidelines, for both translation trainers and trainees, which may help anticipating and 
preventing possible unsuccessful behaviours and speeding up the learning process. 
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 RIASSUNTO 
 
A partire dalla seconda metà del XX secolo, la ricerca sulla competenza traduttiva ha 
conosciuto un forte sviluppo, che portato all’individuazione di abilità specifiche ai fini della 
traduzione. La competenza traduttiva viene generalmente concepita come un’abilità non 
innata (Shreve, 1997, p. 121) e distinta dalla competenza bilingue (PACTE 2002, p.44–45); 
quest’ultima, nella sua forma embrionale, rimane una condizione necessaria ma non 
sufficiente allo sviluppo di una competenza traduttiva di tipo professionale (Englund 
Dimitrova, 2005, p. 12). Fatte salve queste premesse, la natura e la struttura della 
competenza traduttiva rimangono ancora da definire. Nel tentativo di individuarne le 
componenti, la ricerca ha prodotto un’ampia varietà di termini e concetti simili e spesso 
sovrapponibili. Dalla metà degli anni ’80, un significativo contributo allo studio della 
competenza traduttiva è giunto dalla ricerca empirica, grazie alla quale è stato possibile 
sviluppare e testare alcuni dei modelli e delle definizioni proposti (ad es., PACTE, 2003; 
Göpferich, 2009). Gli studi empirici sulla competenza traduttiva hanno generalmente 
adottato un approccio orientato al processo, ovvero volto a individuare le caratteristiche 
comportamentali e procedurali di traduttori più o meno esperti che potessero essere 
associate a determinati livelli di qualità del testo tradotto. Allo scopo di fornire un approccio 
complementare a quello appena citato, è stato progettato uno studio empirico volto ad 
indagare la traduzione principalmente come testo tradotto, ma anche, in seconda battuta, 
come processo. Obiettivo principale dell’analisi è osservare se traduttori con livelli di 
competenza ed esperienza simili producono traduzioni con caratteristiche simili e/o 
seguono gli stessi modelli procedurali, così da definire la competenza in base alle tendenze 
eventualmente emerse dall’analisi sia del testo, sia del processo traduttivo. A questo scopo, 
l’indagine ha monitorato per tre anni la performance traduttiva di un campione di traduttori 
professionisti e di studenti dei corsi di Laurea triennale e magistrale in traduzione presso 
l’Università di Trieste. Sono state svolte in tutto sei prove di traduzione (due per anno 
accademico), che consistevano nella traduzione di un testo non specialistico dall’inglese 
all’italiano (la lingua madre dei partecipanti), seguita dalla compilazione di un questionario 
sul processo traduttivo. Lo studio ha adottato un approccio sincronico e diacronico 
principalmente di tipo descrittivo e rivolto all’analisi lessicale e sintattica del testo tradotto 
e dei dati relativi ai tempi di consegna e agli aspetti procedurali analizzati attraverso le 
risposte al questionario. È stata inoltre svolta un’analisi qualitativa delle traduzioni basata 
sulla valutazione dell’accettabilità del testo tradotto e degli errori di traduzione, così da 
associare le tendenze individuate nell’analisi descrittiva a specifici livelli di qualità. I 
risultati dell’indagine hanno permesso di tracciare il profilo di tre stadi nel processo di 
sviluppo della competenza traduttiva (‘principiante’, ‘intermedio’ e ‘professionista’) e di 
sviluppare delle linee guida per docenti e studenti che possono aiutare a prevedere e 
prevenire errori procedurali e ad accelerare il processo di apprendimento. 
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 FOREWORD 
 
This dissertation is the outcome of a three-year Ph.D. research project aimed to investigate 
translation competence (TC) and its development through a longitudinal empirical study 
which was carried out at the University of Trieste from January 2012 to June 2014.  
The acquisition and development of TC are the main objectives of any translation trainee 
willing to become a professional translator. A definite and clear definition of TC is therefore 
essential to would-be translators, who need to be aware of the competences and skills they 
are supposed to develop. Also, such a definition could provide the necessary theoretical 
background for the definition and assessment of translation quality in the academic and 
professional settings. 
However, despite the ever-increasing efforts put in the (empirical) analysis of TC, little 
consensus has been reached on the nature and modelling of this competence, which keeps 
feeding a lively debate in both academia and the professional world. In the attempt to shed 
further light on the distinctive features of competent behaviour in translation and provide a 
complementary perspective to mainstream process-oriented research, the empirical study 
mainly focused on the analysis of the translation product and included process-related data 
as further explanatory evidence. The research project relied on a sample of 63 volunteer 
translators, including both translation trainees and professional translators, and also 
involved three experienced translator trainers for the qualitative assessment of the 
translations produced by the sample. 
The research design and the results of the research project are presented in this 
dissertation, which consists of six chapters, each including a final section where the main 
contents of the chapter are presented “in a nutshell”.  
More precisely, Chapter I provides an introduction to the notion of TC and the 
terminological and conceptual issues concerning its definition. Special attention is devoted 
to empirical research on TC, its modelling and development.  
Chapter II introduces the research questions that guided the investigation and describes the 
design of the empirical study as concerns the sample, the methods, tools and research 
materials used for gathering data, as well as the variables under analysis.  
The three following chapters describe and discuss the results of both product- and process-
oriented analyses, and each includes a section where the trends observed within the chapter 
are triangulated. In particular: Chapter III focuses on the analysis of descriptive product-
related data, including a general quantitative description of the target texts, lexical and 
syntactic features, and text readability; Chapter IV is devoted to the analysis of qualitative 
product-related data, i.e. the assessment of translation quality in terms of both acceptability 
and error analysis; Chapter V concerns process-related data and provides the analysis of the 
participants’ delivery time and the responses they gave to post-task questionnaires. 
Finally, Chapter VI triangulates the descriptive and qualitative trends observed in relation 
to both product- and process-oriented analyses. On the basis of the conclusions drawn from 
2 Foreword 
 
the analysis, Chapter VI profiles the three stages of TC as found in the sample, i.e. novice, 
intermediate, and professional stage, and provides a tentative list of training guidelines for 
both translator trainers and trainees. The last section of the chapter also discusses the main 
strengths and limitations of the study and outlines possible paths for future research.  
The dissertation also includes two Appendices: Appendix I, including research materials, and 
Appendix II, including data documentation. If in electronic form, all cross-references to 
chapters, sections, appendices, tables, charts, and figures are clickable hypertext links. 
 
 
 CHAPTER I 
 
Translation Competence 






What’s in a name? That which we call a rose 
By any other word would smell as sweet. 
So Romeo would, were he not Romeo called, 
Retain that dear perfection which he owes 
Without that title.  







 Translation competence: why ‘such a thing’? 1.1
In the last few decades, the definition and investigation of translation competence (TC) 
have raised considerable interest and triggered intensive research. The lively academic 
debate on TC probably stems from the need to draw clear theoretical boundaries between 
Comparative Literature, Linguistics, Applied Linguistics and the emerging domain of 
Translation Studies (TS), with the latter claiming for itself the status of an independent 
(inter)discipline. This claim necessarily entailed the identification and definition of a 
fundamental object of study, the recognition of translation as a distinctive phenomenon 
and, as a consequence, the conceptualization and definition of TC as a distinct, unique 
competence. 
TC is different from and involves more than mere ‘communicative competence’. Even 
though “[a]ny model of communication is at the same time a model of translation” (Steiner 
1975, 45), the role and, consequently, the competence of translators are substantially 
different from those of monolingual communicators. Although both the monolingual 
communicator and the bilingual translator are equally involved in the act of decoding a 
message, their encoding acts have different aims and require different competences. As 
explained by Bell (1991, 15), 
[w]hen taking a turn as a sender, the monolingual is obliged (a) to encode into 
the language used by the sender, (b) to encode messages which are different 
from those received and (c) to transmit them to the previous sender. The 





consists of re-encoding into a different language, (b) concerns the same message 
as was received and (c) is aimed at a group of receivers who are not the same as 
the original sender.  
Moreover, “translation competence, that is professional translator’s competence, differs 
from communicative competence in that it is expert knowledge” (PACTE 2003, 45; for 
more details on expert knowledge, see also section 1.2.1). 
There is also a general consensus that the mere possession of linguistic knowledge in 
two or more languages does not imply TC (cf. Schäffner and Adab 2000, ix). It has been 
argued that, “[i]n addition to some competence in two languages Li and Lj, […] all 
[bilinguals] possess a third competence, that of translating from Li to Lj and vice versa” 
(Harris 1977, 99). This would entail that all bilinguals can naturally translate by virtue of 
their twofold (or three-fold, fourth-fold, n-fold) linguistic knowledge and without any 
specific training.  
This approach to TC based on innatism was investigated by two different scholars, with 
quite different outcomes. On the one hand, Brian Harris (1977; 1978; Harris and Sherwood 
1978) refers to the innate ability to translate as “Natural Translation” (NT), which is 
defined as “the translation done by bilinguals in everyday circumstances and without special 
training for it” (Harris 1977, 99). In his view, “translating is coextensive with bilingualism” 
and is naturally developed “within the limits of [the] mastery of the two languages” (Harris 
and Sherwood 1978, 155). Together with Bianca Sherwood, Harris also investigated from 
an empirical perspective the emergence and development of NT in children and young 
adults and identified three main stages, i.e. “pretranslation”, “interpersonal autotranslation”, 
and “transduction” (Harris and Sherwood 1978)1. On the basis of this study, Harris and 
Sherwood claimed that “the basic ability to translate is an innate verbal skill” (1978, 155) in 
the sense of a “specialized predisposition in children” (168, emphasis added).  
Drawing on the same idea of innatism, Toury devised the parallel notion of “native 
translator”, i.e. “one that has gradually grown into that kind of activity, without any formal 
training for it” (Toury 1986, 11–12). Despite the clear overlap with the concept of NT 
developed by Harris, Toury ultimately came to diametrically opposite conclusions and 
rejected the identity relation between translation and bilingualism as an “unwarranted 
oversimplification” (1986, 16). In his view, the acquisition and development of translating as 
a skill does not naturally proceed from an innate competence, but “is always connected with 
and dependent on some environmental feedback resulting from the socio-cultural 
circumstances surrounding the emerging translator and his activity” (Toury 1984, 191). In 
other words, the development of TC implies the acquisition of a norm-governed behaviour 
                                                          
1 Toury raised some criticism about the data and the analysis of this investigation, which is said to 
overlook, among other things, the transition between the different stages identified and the variety of 





through explicit normative feedback in such a way that, “in every phase of the ‘natural’ 
course of the development of a translator […], his competence reflects a certain balance 
between nature and nurture, between the humanly innate disposition and the internalized 
social factors” – a balance which becomes increasingly prominent in the later stages of the 
developmental process. Hence, bilingualism and interlingual competence are only 
considered as preliminary requirements, i.e. necessary but not sufficient conditions, for the 
development of proper TC. 
More recently, research on bilingualism has further questioned the assumption that all 
bilinguals have the innate ability to translate based on the observation that they “acquire 
and use their languages for different purposes, in different domains of life, with different 
people” (Grosjean 2001, 11). Indeed, the linguistic knowledge of bilingual individuals can 
vary depending on the specific communicative context, as they may be familiar with a 
specific subject in only one of their languages and lack the corresponding (linguistic) 
knowledge in the other(s). According to Grosjean (2001, 11), “[t]his explains in part why 
bilinguals are usually poor interpreters and translators” (see also Shreve 1997, 97). In 
addition to this possible explanation, Lörscher (2012) also identified two main differences 
between bilingualism and TC. After noting that bilinguals’ linguistic competence may not 
be the same in both languages, he claimed that “bilinguals often lack the meta-lingual and 
meta-cultural awareness necessary for rendering a source-language text effectively into a 
target-language and culture[, a]nd third, [that] bilinguals’ competence in two languages 
does not necessarily include competence in transferring meanings and/or forms from one 
language into the other” (Lörscher 2012, 5). 
Scholars today widely agree on the unique nature of TC, which is commonly conceived 
as involving “more than competence in using two languages” (Schäffner 2012, 31; cf. 
Schäffner and Adab 2000, ix; Göpferich and Jääskeläinen 2009, 174) and as being 
“qualitatively different from bilingual competence” (PACTE 2002:44–45; cf. Lörscher 
2012). In both academia and the professional setting, TC is generally thought of as a 
professional competence (cf. Musacchio 2004, 216; Englund Dimitrova 2005a, 12; Gouadec 
2007; Scarpa 2008, 279; Palumbo 2009, 22). This competence does involve a basic 
translation ability like that possessed by bilinguals, but this is seen as “a necessary 
condition, but no guarantee, for further development of a (professional) competence as a 
translator, and possibly expertise in translation” (Englund Dimitrova 2005b, 12). Rather, 
the development of TC is seen as requiring specific theoretical knowledge and practical 
training (Alves, Gonçalves, and Rothe-Neves 2001, 47). 
As pointed out by Shreve (1997, 121), even though “[t]here is a general agreement in 
the literature that translation ability is not an innate human skill, […] there is a 
considerable disagreement about the nature and distribution of translation ability.” Despite 
the ever-increasing number of (empirical) studies that have been carried out in the last few 
decades, the definition and modelling of TC still remain open questions and keep feeding a 





of TC would have major implications for the translator’s profession, as it would assist 
service providers in setting more objective criteria for translators’ recruitment and 
assessment, and – most importantly – could be used to discriminate between translation 
professionals, recent graduates and/or non-professionals. From the didactic perspective, 
defining TC is an essential requirement for the design of academic curricula, the 
identification of appropriate learning goals and the development of suitable evaluation 
criteria. As pointed out by Toury (1984, 188), 
if translation pedagogy does not wish to renounce all claims to pedagogical 
validity and go on operating on more or less intuitive grounds […] it has 
hardly any choice but set up, if only tentatively, its own conceptions and models 
of the initial and terminal “translation competence” and of the interdependencies 
between them, and establish on their basis the most efficient methods of 
approximating a student from the former to the latter position.  
 
 What is translation competence? 1.2
Defining a concept is by no means an easy task. Although in some cases it might be or 
appear to be pure speculation, the definition process itself allows for a deeper understanding 
of the nature and boundaries of abstract concepts. As with many definitions, the definition 
of ‘translation competence’ has proved highly controversial and has resulted in a variety of 
overlapping, intertwined, or conflicting conceptualisations and models. However, the 
extensive research on TC which has been carried out over the last sixty years does not 
represent a purely speculative or theoretical debate, but is aimed to provide a sound 
theoretical background to both translator training and the professional practice of 
translation.  
In what follows, section 1.2.1 focuses on the difference and relation between the notions 
of TC and expertise, while sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 will explore, respectively, the different 
definitions and models of TC developed within TS in the last few decades. Given the 
empirical approach adopted by the investigation presented in this dissertation, special 
attention is devoted to empirical research and some empirically-based models of TC, which 
will be discussed separately in two dedicated sections, i.e. 1.3 and 1.3.1 respectively. 
 
1.2.1 Translation competence and expertise  
Within TS, the term ‘expertise’ has sometimes been used as a near-synonym for TC. 
For instance, Kiraly (2000, 30) defines expertise in translation as “the competence to 
accomplish translation tasks to the satisfaction of clients and in accordance with the norms 
and conventions of the profession with respect to producing a translated text per se”. 
Similarly, Chesterman (1997, 147) makes a parallel between expertise and TC by pointing 





someone with expertise, with professional translation competence”. More precisely, 
Chesterman (1997, 147–150) defines expertise as the highest of the five stages in the 
development of TC, which he identified drawing on the work by Dreyfus and Dreyfus 
(1986). These include: 
1. Novice. At this stage trainees learn how to recognize the facts and features relevant 
to TC and get acquainted with the rules to determine the necessary subsequent 
actions to be undertaken. Their “[b]ehaviour is […] fully conscious, easily 
verbalised, and atomistic” (Chesterman 1997, 147). 
2. Advanced beginner. On the basis of their increased experience, trainees learn how to 
recognise autonomously new situational features that are clearly relevant to the 
task, though they may not be able to define them explicitly. Hence, at this stage 
“behaviour is [still] conscious, but less easily verbalised and less atomistic” 
(Chesterman 1997, 148). 
3. Competence. This stage is characterised by the development of the “sense of 
priorities” (Chesterman 1997, 148) in decision making. This entails not only 
information processing, but also problem-solving skills which were not involved in 
the lower stages. Behaviour tends to be more conscious and involves greater sense 
of responsibility for the actions undertaken. 
4. Proficiency. At this stage, the decision-making process relies more on acquired 
experience than formal rules, i.e. on the ability to recognise patterns of association 
between current and previous situations. This means that behaviour becomes 
increasingly less atomistic and more holistic, even though analytical thinking is not 
yet completely interrupted (Chesterman 1997, 148–149). 
5. Expertise. The prominent feature of this stage is intuition in the sense of decision-
making based on previous experience. This implies that “[c]onscious deliberation is 
superseded, and nonreflective involvement  is dominant” (Chesterman 1997, 149)2. 
Briefly, the development of competence is seen as “one of gradual automatisation [that] 
goes from atomistic to holistic recognition, from conscious to unconscious responses, from 
analytical to intuitive decision-making, from calculative to deliberative rationality, from 
detached to involved commitment” (Chesterman 1997, 150). 
However, it should be noted that Chesterman’s parallel between expertise and 
professional TC (1997, 147, see above) has been eventually questioned (Kiraly 2000; Sirén 
and Hakkarainen 2002; Jääskeläinen 2010). Scholars now tend to converge on the idea that 
expertise is conceptually and/or qualitatively different from professionalism. According to 
Kiraly (2000), expertise mainly refers to the production of a target text in compliance with 
all relevant norms and conventions, while professionalism involves the adherence to the 
                                                          
2 Another developmental model of expertise was proposed by Kiraly (2000) who identified the stages of 





norms and the social and ethical constraints of the profession. In other words, “[t]he expert 
translator would be capable of sizing up a translation commission and determining whether 
or not he or she can complete the work to the client’s specification and within the time 
allotted; the professional will decline the job if he or she were to determine that they could 
not do it adequately3 or meet the deadline” (Kiraly 2000, 31).  
On the basis of the empirical investigation of TC (see section 1.3), the distinction 
between expertise and professionalism has been mainly associated with translation quality. 
Drawing on the empirical studies carried out by Jääskeläinen (1993; 1996), Sirén and 
Hakkarainen (2002, 75) observe that “professionals do not always develop expert-level 
skills [and] do not necessarily produce high-quality translations as they may fail to follow 
the brief and meet the standards.” It follows that experience does not necessarily entail 
expertise in the sense of a “consistently superior performance” (Ericsson 2006, 690). As 
noted by Shreve (2006, 28), “superior performance in a task domain such as translation is 
not the inevitable result of the mere accumulation of domain-specific experience. If 
deliberate practice is absent, if there is not a critical mass of experience, or if the requisite 
conditions of the practice are not met, then the cognitive changes associated with expertise 
will not occur”. Hence, expertise is only achieved on the basis of a deliberate choice and of 
practice involving long and qualified experience in a specific domain. Drawing on Bereiter 
and Scardamalia (1993), Jääskeläinen (2010, 218, original emphasis) proposes the 
implementation of the distinction between “expert” and “experienced non-expert” for 
empirical purposes, so that “the designation experienced professional could be used to refer to 
those translators who have many years of experience and earn their living by translating, 
but who do not meet the criterion of ‘consistently superior performance’”. On the basis of 
the studies on expert behaviour, Jääskeläinen (2010, 219–222) also provides a global 
interpretation of the findings of translation process-oriented research and identifies four 
main distinctive features of expert behaviour in translation, i.e. “domain specificity”, 
“automated processing”, “segmentation and knowledge-base”, and “self-monitoring skills”4. 
With reference to domain specificity, she notes that, within her study, the cases of poor 
translation quality in professionals’ performance were to be attributed to the adoption of “a 
routine approach (learned in a particular domain) to a non-routine task”, and ultimately to 
the inadequacy of the experimental translation task to the specific domain competence of 
the participants (Jääskeläinen 2010, 219). Empirical evidence also suggests that expert 
translators tend to develop automaticity in relation to specific linguistic processes, which 
“releases processing capacity to be used to deal with other aspects of the task” (Jääskeläinen 
                                                          
3 On the notion of translation adequacy, see section 4.2.1. 
4 Similar features of translation expertise are reported by Göpferich (2011, 5–6), who describes expert 
behaviour in terms of (a) continuously outstanding performance in a domain, (b) high problem-solving 
skills within the subject domain, (c) superior analytical, creative, and practical skills, (d) automatized 
processes, (e) structured and easily retrievable knowledge, (f) proceduralisation of declarative knowledge 





2010, 221).  Expert translators also appear to process larger chunks of text, focus more on 
the global communicative context of the text, and display stronger monitoring skills. Some 
of these features have also emerged with reference to professionals’ performance within the 
empirical study presented in this dissertation and are discussed in Chapter VI. 
 
1.2.2 Defining translation competence: “what’s in a name?” 
As previously mentioned, the study of TC has raised several epistemological issues 
concerning its nature, scope, modelling, acquisition and development. The wide variety of 
opinions and models proposed is largely reflected in the relevant terminology, which 
includes a plethora of conflicting and/or (partially) overlapping terms. Despite being widely 
used, the term ‘translation competence’ itself has not been unanimously accepted or equally 
employed in academia. A variety of options have been proposed, with the same concept 
being referred to using different terms, or the same term being used with different 
meanings by different authors (see also Orozco and Hurtado Albir 2002, 375). Other terms 
which have been employed as (near-)synonyms for TC are, for instance, “transfer 
competence” (Nord 1991a), “translatory competence” (Hönig 1991), “translator 
competence” (Bell 1991, 36; Englund Dimitrova 2005b, 12), “translational competence” 
(Pym 1992; Neubert 1994; 2000a; Toury 1995; Pym 2003),  “translation ability” (Shreve 
1997), and “translator’s competence” (Alves and Gonçalves 2007; Rothe-Neves 2007) .  
The term ‘translation competence’ has also been used by Kiraly (2000) with a restricted 
meaning to refer to the competence necessary to translate a text vs. the competence needed 
to be a professional translator, which is referred to as “translator competence”.  The same 
distinction was also adopted by Englund Dimitrova and Jonasson (1999, 2), who used 
instead the terms “translation ability” and “translatorial competence” respectively. Hence, 
the same term may refer to different concepts, e.g. “translation ability” in Shreve (1997) and 
in Englund Dimitrova and Jonasson (1999), or “transfer competence”, which is a synonym 
for TC in Nord (1991a) but only refers to one parameter of TC in Neubert’s model (2000b, 
6). Such terminological discrepancies are mostly due to the lack of a commonly accepted 
conceptual framework and reflect the still wide disagreement between scholars on the 
nature and conceptualisation of TC. 
A rather comprehensive overview of the various definitions of TC is provided by Pym 
(2003), who groups them into four major categories where competence is thought of as  “no 
such thing” (p. 484), “just one thing” (p. 487), “a summation of linguistic competencies” (p. 
483) and “multicomponential” (p. 485). Finally, he advocates in favour of a minimalist 






• The ability to generate a series of more than one viable target text 
(TT1, TT2 … TTn) for a pertinent source text (ST); 
• The ability to select only one viable TT from this series, quickly and 
with justified confidence. (Pym 1991) 
Undoubtedly, minimalism has a great potential for generalisation, but a higher degree 
of specification is needed to devise an operational definition of TC for training and/or 
professional purposes. 
The dichotomy between didactics and professionalism (e.g. Englund Dimitrova & 
Jonasson, 1999 and Kiraly, 2000 above) led to two distinct approaches resulting in different 
conceptualisations – and definitions – of TC. On the one hand, the didactic approach 
generally overlooks the pragmatic skills and aspects linked to the professional practice (cf. 
Kussmaul, 1995), and conceives TC as a mere performance ability, i.e. the ability to 
translate a text into a given target language, with a focus on transfer skills (see Pym, 1991 
above). By way of example, consider the following definitions: 
[T]he ability to translate […] is [the ability] to perform a series of mental 
operations whereby at least part of the linguistic material of a text in one of 
one’s languages is replaced by linguistic material pertaining to the other one. 
(Toury 1984, 189) 
The three kinds of competence are the following: (1) language competence, (2) 
subject competence, (3) transfer competence. […] To be precise, competence (1) and 
(2) are shared with other communicators, whereas competence (3) or transfer 
competence is the distinguishing domain of the translators. (Neubert 1994, 412, 
original emphasis) 
I would suggest that the acquisition of translation competence consists precisely 
in this reorientation of bilingual competence towards interlingual competence. 
(Presas 2000, 27, original emphasis) 
As exemplified above, the definitions adopting a didactic approach tend not to include 
the professional knowledge now indispensable to future professional translators, e.g. the 
managing, organizational, entrepreneurial, and IT skills which are now increasingly 
required in the professional practice (cf. Mackenzie 2004, 32–33; Gouadec 2007). However, 
the professional aspects of TC have gained growing attention on the part of scholars, who 
have begun to rethink TC to include in their definitions and models some profession-
specific skills and competences (cf. Fraser, 2000). This implied a gradual shift in the 
conceptualisation of TC, which “is […] today understood as the set of knowledge, skills 
and attitudes that enable an individual to act as a professional translator” (Palumbo 2009, 22, 
emphasis added; see also Englund Dimitrova 2005b, 12). Hence, the professional skills 





in the most recent models of TC, with a special focus on project-management and 
instrumental competence (cf. Gouadec 2007 and sections from 1.3.1.1 to 1.3.1.3). 
From both the didactic and professional perspectives, the definition of TC tends to 
adopt a cognitive approach which focuses on the set of abilities/skills/competences that are 
expected to be developed by translation trainees and possessed by professional translators. 
More precisely, “[f]rom the cognitive perspective, competence could be seen as declarative 
and procedural knowledge from a variety of cognitive domains accumulated through training and 
experience and then stored and organised in a translator’s long-term memory” (Shreve 
2006, 28 emphasis added) or as “the competence that underlies the work of 
translators/interpreters and enables them to carry out the cognitive operations necessary for 
the adequate unfolding of the translation process” (Hurtado Albir and Alves 2009, 63, 
emphasis added). This cognitive approach probably stems from mainstream process-
oriented empirical research on TC, which tries to investigate the translator’s cognitive 
processes during the translation task (see section 1.3).  
 
1.2.3 Modelling translation competence 
Despite the differences in both the conceptualisation of and the approaches to TC, its 
various definitions seem to converge on the compositional nature of this competence, which 
is generally conceived as a “macrocompetence that comprises the different capacities, skills, 
knowledge and even attitudes that professional translators possess and which are involved 
in translation as an expert activity” (Kelly 2002, 14–15 as quoted in Montalt Ressurrecció, 
Ezpeleta Piorno, and García Izquierdo 2008). This macrocompetence is often broken down 
in “a set of interrelated sub-competences, which can be studied in isolation, as well as in 
combination with others” (Schäffner and Adab 2000, ix). 
Componential models range from minimalist to extensive lists of (sub-)components, 
which raised criticism on the part of some scholars, since in multicomponential models of 
TC the list of components can “potentially be expanded and contracted at will” (Pym 2003, 
482) and is not generally based or validated from an empirical perspective (Asensio 2001; 
see also section 1.3). In spite of this, the idea of a “multicomponential” competence proved 
rather prolific and, admittedly or not, lies behind many different definitions and models of 
TC, including Pym’s own proposal (1992, see above). 
In some models, TC is simply described as the summation of various components, as 
exemplified below. 
There are roughly five parameters of translational competence, viz. (1) language 
competence, (2) textual competence, (3) subject competence, (4) cultural competence, and 
last but not least, (5) transfer competence. (Neubert, 2000, p. 6, original emphasis) 
La competenza linguistica […] del traduttore deve essere integrata almeno da 
altre tre abilità: la capacità di tenere distinti tratti e strutture della lingua di 





e la padronanza delle tecniche redazionali. La competenza linguistica così integrata 
diventa competenza traduttiva […]. (Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, & Cormier, 2002, p. 57, 
emphasis added) 
Translation competence is considered to equal – an even partial – competence in 
the languages involved plus an Interlingual (rudimentary) ability to mediate plus 
training/experience in translation. (Lörscher, 2012, p. 6, emphasis added) 
However, there is a growing tendency among scholars and researchers to emphasise the 
interrelation between the various components, and TC models increasingly tend to move 
from a static notion and representation of TC to more dynamic conceptualisations (see 
section 1.4). From a theoretical perspective, one particular multicomponential model of TC 
suggesting the interrelation between the different components was developed by Kelly 
(2002; 2005) for didactic purposes. Drawing on the direct observation of the professional 
world and the existing relevant literature, she identified seven main competences which are 
all necessary to the development of TC. These include (Kelly 2005, 32–33): 
 communicative and textual competence in at least two languages and cultures; 
 cultural and intercultural competence; 
 subject area competence; 
 professional and instrumental competence; 
 attitudinal or psycho-physiological competence; 
 interpersonal competence; and 
 strategic competence. 
Unlike other theoretical proposals, Kelly’s model clearly shows that “all the sub-
competences are interrelated, though the latter, i.e. the strategic competence, controls the 
application of the others in a given task; hence the pyramidal representation of the proposed 
model” (Kelly 2002, 15)5, as shown in Figure 1.1 below. 
                                                          






Figure 1.1. Model of TC by Kelly (2002; as translated in Kelly 2005) 
 
In this model, the interrelation between the different sub-competences plays a crucial 
role, since, as pointed out by Kelly herself (2002, 15–16), the different sub-components may 
be shared with other professional profiles, while their specific combination and interrelation 
are peculiar to professional translators and represent the distinctive features of TC. 
It should be noted that Kelly’s proposal largely overlaps with the empirically-based 
model of TC developed by PACTE (see section 1.3.1.1). According to PACTE, 
TC is considered to be the underlying knowledge system needed to translate 
and has four distinctive characteristics: (1) it is expert knowledge and not 
possessed by all bilinguals; (2) it is basically procedural knowledge (and not 
declarative); (3) it is made up of various interrelated sub-competencies; (4) the 
strategic component is very important, as it is in all procedural knowledge. 
(PACTE Group, 2005, p. 610, emphasis added) 
PACTE’s model of TC will be described in more details in section 1.3.1, which provides 
an overview on some empirically-based models of TC.  
By way of conclusion, even from this brief overview it is apparent that the definitions 
and models of TC devised so far vary considerably from one another and are mostly 
evolving towards a marked dynamism, so as to reflect the evolution of TC and the actual 
relation between its components. 
Strategic competence 
Communicative and textual 
competence in at least two 














 Empirical approaches to the investigation of translation competence: 1.3
process- and product-oriented research 
Early research on TC “did not produce [its] theories from observation data of actual 
translation performance, but rather from an idea of what translators might do” (Rothe-
Neves, 2007, p. 128, original emphasis), which is reflected in the preference for anecdotal 
evidence and case studies over larger empirical investigations (Colina 2003, 29). 
Consequently, “most of the proposals concerning TC have not been empirically tested and 
only a few of them have attempted to validate their models from an empirical-experimental 
perspective (Hurtado Albir and Alves 2009, 64). In the last few decades, the empirical 
approach based on the observation of the actual behaviour of professionals and/or 
translation trainees has gained growing attention on the part of scholars, with a consequent 
increase in the number of empirical studies on TC, which allowed to draw more reliable and 
objective conclusions on the modelling and development of such competence (cf., among 
others, Hansen 2002; Colina 2003; Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey 2008). Within TS in 
general, an empirical approach to research has been recently supported by Anthony Pym 
(2015). In his “spirited defence of empiricism” against the criticism raised by Mona Baker 
(2006) and Lawrence Venuti (2013), Pym points out that one of the main strengths of such 
an approach does not so much reside in the simple observation of a real phenomenon, which 
may always be misinterpreted, as in the possibility to falsify previous hypotheses and 
conclusions on the basis of new evidence from repeated testing. 
Without that second moment, without the repeated testing of abstractions and 
re-theorization of conceptions, empirical knowledge would merely be like the 
stolen gold that the Spanish nobles kept in their houses, unaware that it could 
be used to start the history of capitalism. […] Empiricism [is to be seen] as a 
continual process of historical testing, comparison, and debate [where] failed 
hypotheses lead to new hypotheses, in an ongoing collective process that is 
actually an endless conversation within and across interpretative communities. 
(Pym 2015, 11, original emphasis) 
Indeed, an empirical approach and the continuous testing of hypotheses, models, and 
ideas are among the most important methodological innovations introduced in TS in the 
last few decades. This dates back to the mid-1980s, when research in TS witnessed a radical 
change consisting in a progressive shift from philosophy and theorization towards 
empiricism – precisely what has been referred to as “the empirical turn” (Snell-Hornby 
2006, 115). From that moment on, data-based studies have constantly increased in number 
(cf. Sun & Shreve, 2013) and, together with other lines of research, TC has been 
increasingly explored through direct observation and experiments. 
Early empirical studies based their observations and conclusions on small samples – 
sometimes consisting of only one participant – and their research design lacked a 





used in research were not always representative of the performance of professional (expert) 
translators since they quite often used language or translation students” (Hurtado Albir and 
Alves 2009, 69). By contrast, recent empirical research on TC tends to rely on larger and 
more representative samples and is developing and adopting systematic methodologies and 
new tools in both process- and product-oriented investigations. 
Mainstream empirical research on TC is currently mainly process-oriented, i.e. it aims 
to gain access to the translator’s mind (the so-called ‘black box’) and to describe what goes 
on during the translation process from a cognitive perspective. Process-oriented studies 
initially relied almost exclusively on think-aloud protocols (TAPs), i.e. an introspective 
method borrowed from psychology requiring the participants to verbalize their thoughts 
and reasoning during the performance of a given task. Although they have not been exempt 
from criticism and controversy (Bernardini 2001), starting from the mid-1980s the line of 
research based on TAPs proved rather productive (cf. Jääskeläinen, 2002), with more than 
fifty TAP studies being carried out in less than twenty years (cf. Orozco, 2002). However,  
[i]n the mid-1990s, empirical-experimental research moved into a second stage, 
striving for more systematic accounts of translation processes and translation 
competence, allowing also replication of experiments in an attempt to provide 
stronger claims for generalization. This second phase placed emphasis on multi-
methodological perspectives, namely triangulation. (Hurtado Albir and Alves 
2009, 70) 
Triangulation is a research method adopting different instruments of data collection 
and analysis so as to observe the same phenomenon from multiple perspectives, following 
the principle that “navigating through uncharted waters requires several location points to 
establish one’s position” (Alves 2003, vii). Triangulation is thus assumed to lead to more 
reliable results, substantiated by empirical evidence from different types of analyses and 
observations. As a consequence, in addition to TAPs, other (combined) methods of data 
gathering have been increasingly adopted in process-oriented research, e.g. eye-tracking 
(e.g., O’Brien 2009; Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey 2013), key-logging (e.g., Tirkkonen-
Condit 2005; Lörscher 2012), screen-activity recording (e.g., PACTE 2009; Göpferich 
2009), retrospective verbalisation (e.g., Ehrensberger-Dow and Perrin 2009; Englund 
Dimitrova and Tiselius 2009), and video recording (e.g., Ronowicz et al. 2005; Göpferich 
2009). The combination of multiple perspectives has involved not only the investigation 
methods and tools but also the object of analysis itself, with a growing tendency to 
correlate translation process research with product analysis (Carl 2009; Dragsted 2012).6 
Despite mainstream research on TC being mainly process-oriented, product-oriented 
approaches are generally encompassed in the research designs for the purpose of data 
                                                          
6 For a broad overview on the methods and strategies used in process-oriented research and for some 





triangulation. More specifically, process-oriented studies on TC tend to rely on translation 
quality assessment in order to relate the translation process to the quality of the 
corresponding target text, so as to identify the good practices adopted by outperforming 
translators which can be used for the definition and monitoring of TC7. Other applications 
of product-oriented research to the investigation of TC include the analysis of possible 
correlations between specific textual features and the translator’s competence. One of the 
most valuable contributions to this particular field has been provided by Englund 
Dimitrova (2003; 2005b), who combined product and process data to investigate the 
relation between the strategy of explicitation and the participants’ TC.  
 
1.3.1 Empirically-based models of translation competence: some examples 
The growing trend towards empiricism in TS also contributed to the investigation of 
the nature, acquisition and development of TC8. Two of the most recent empirically-based 
models have been proposed by the research group PACTE and by Susanne Göpferich 
within the research project TransComp (see sections 1.3.1.1 and 1.3.1.2 respectively). These 
models provided the basis for the development of other proposals, such as the model 
devised by the EMT group of experts (see section 1.3.1.3) and the one proposed by Alves 
and Gonçalves (see section 1.3.1.4), of which the latter also relies on cognitive theories. 
1.3.1.1 PACTE’s holistic model 
PACTE9 is a research group of the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona (UAB) which 
focuses on the empirical investigation of the acquisition and assessment of TC. Since its 
inception, in 1997, the research group has been strongly involved in the modelling of TC, 
the monitoring of its evolution over time, and the assessment of translation acceptability. 
The empirical approach of their pioneer holistic investigation can be considered the first 
systematised empirical method of investigation developed within TS for the analysis of TC 
(cf. Orozco 1999; Beeby 2000; PACTE 2001). Their empirical-experimental study on TC 
and its acquisition involves the analysis of the translation processes and products of 34 
professional translators and 25 foreign-language teachers. The investigation considers both 
direct and inverse translation in six different language combinations, including English, 
German, and French as L2, and Spanish and Catalan as L1 (PACTE 2005a, 609; 2008, 105; 
2011a, 31). A combination of different types of data and data collection methods have been 
used, which allowed to provide multiple perspectives on the analysis of the same 
                                                          
7  Nevertheless, this approach appeared not to lead to univocal results, at least when not used in 
combination with product analysis. For further details, see section 2.4. 
8 A description of two models of the acquisition and development of TC is provided in section 1.4. 
9 The acronym PACTE stands for the Spanish “Proceso de Adquisición de la Competencia Traductora y 
Evaluación”, i.e. the acquisition process and assessment of TC. Further information on the research 





phenomena, i.e. data triangulation (see sections 1.3 and 3.6.2). These include (cf. PACTE 
2005a, 611; 2014, 89): 
 the source texts used for the tasks and the target texts produced by the sample, 
 questionnaires about translation problems and knowledge about translation, 
 retrospective interviews, 
 translation protocols recorded through the software PROXY,  
 direct observation, and 
 screen-activity recordings captured via the software Camtasia. 
The triangulation of the data collected allowed for the analysis of different variables 
which include (a) the translation project, (b) the identification of translation problems, (c) 
decision taking, (d) translation knowledge, and (e) the efficiency of the translation process 
(PACTE 2005a, 611–612; 2005b, 576; 2007, 100–102). 
The research design is based on and aimed to validate a holistic model of TC which was 
first presented in 199810  and then published in 2000 (101). The model was eventually 
modified on the basis of the results of a pilot study carried out in 2000 (PACTE 2003, 57; 
2005a, 609–610) and is currently as shown in Figure 1.2 below. 
 
 
Figure 1.2. PACTE’s holistic model of TC (PACTE 2011b, 319) 
 
                                                          
10 “La competencia traductora y su aprendizaje: objetivos, hipótesis y metodología de un proyecto de investigación”, 
poster presented at the IV Congrés Internacional sobre Traducció held at the UAB in 1998. 
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According to this multicomponential holist model, TC 11  comprises five sub-
competencies, i.e. “bilingual”, “extralinguistic”, “instrumental”, “knowledge of translation”, 
and “strategic”, and is affected by “psycho-physiological components.” More specifically: 
 the bilingual sub-competence mainly involves the procedural knowledge12 needed to 
communicate in the SL and TL and for code switching (cf. PACTE 2003, 58), with 
special reference to “pragmatic, socio-linguistic, textual and lexical-grammatical 
knowledge in each language” (PACTE 2005a, 610); 
 the extralinguistic sub-competence refers to declarative “encyclopaedic, thematic and 
bicultural knowledge” (PACTE 2005a, 610), including specialised knowledge 
relating to specific subject domains (cf. PACTE 2003, 59); 
 knowledge of translation refers to the declarative knowledge required of professional 
translators “that guide[s] translation (processes, methods and procedures, etc.) and 
the profession (types of translation briefs, users, etc.)” (PACTE 2005a, 610); 
 the instrumental sub-competence mainly includes procedural knowledge relating to 
the “use of documentation sources and information technologies applied to 
translation”, e.g. dictionaries, parallel texts, terminological database, translation 
memories, CAT-tools; 
 the strategic sub-competence refers to procedural knowledge involving problem-
solving, organisational, and self-monitoring skills. Moreover, the strategic 
competence activates the different sub-competencies and compensates for their 
possible deficiencies (cf. PACTE 2005a, 610). It is considered the central and most 
significant component of the model and, most importantly, the distinctive feature 
discriminating between TC and other types of language-related abilities. More 
precisely, “[t]he differences between [natural translation] ability and expert 
translation competence is due to the interaction amongst the other sub-
competencies, and in particular, to the role played by the strategic sub-competence” 
(PACTE 2003, 57); 
 the psycho-physiological components account for cognitive, behavioural and 
psychomotor mechanisms, e.g. memory, perception, attention, dedication, critical 
thinking, intellectual curiosity, self-perception, self-assessment, creativity, and 
logical reasoning (cf. PACTE 2003, 59; 2005a, 610). 
The interrelation between the different components of the model is highlighted by 
means of a flowchart where the strategic sub-competence occupies the central box and 
interacts with the other sub-competencies, which are seen to be hierarchical and 
intertwined in a dynamic system of relations (cf. PACTE 2003, 50 and section 1.4). It 
                                                          
11 For the definition of TC devised by PACTE, see section 1.2.2. 
12 For further details on the difference between declarative and procedural knowledge, see Anderson 





should be noted that, of these five sub-competencies, bilingual and extralinguistic 
competence are shared with bilingualism and, consequently, are not considered to be 
translation-specific. For this reason, PACTE’s investigation only focuses on the three 
remaining sub-competencies, i.e. strategic, instrumental and knowledge of translation (cf. 
PACTE 2005a, 611), which are specifically related to translation. The final results of the 
first stage of their investigation relating to the modelling of TC have been recently 
published (PACTE 2008; 2009; 2011a; 2011b). 
1.3.1.2 TransComp 
TransComp 13 (the acronym of Translation Competence) is a funded longitudinal 
empirical investigation on the development of TC which was launched in 2007 at the 
University of Graz. Proper longitudinal investigations14, i.e. those involving the repetition 
of the same measurements on the same participants at regular intervals15, are not common 
in TS, since they tend to be highly demanding in terms of (a) the time needed for data 
collection, (b) the development of tools suitable for comparative analysis, (c) the control of 
independent variables, and (d) the participants’ attrition rate (cf. PACTE 2014, 96). This 
may explain why TransComp is one of the very few actual longitudinal studies on TC that 
have been carried out thus far. As such, it represents one of the most valuable contributions 
to the empirical investigation of TC.  
The study monitored the performances of 12 undergraduate translation trainees and 10 
professional translators over a three-year period. It mainly focused on the participants’ 
translation processes and, unlike the studies conducted by PACTE (see 1.3.1.1), only 
considered direct translation in one language combination, i.e. English into German. The 
analysis relied on (a) key-stroke logging data elicited through Translog 200616, (b) screen-
activity recordings obtained via the software Camstasia Studio or Clear View, (c) webcam 
recordings, (d) TAPs, (e) post-task questionnaires on the participants’ perception of and 
satisfaction with the task, the problems encountered, and the strategies adopted, and (e) 
retrospective interviews (cf. Göpferich 2009, 28–29; Göpferich and Jääskeläinen 2009, 183). 
The translation product was only considered for quality assessment purposes, so as to 
investigate the relation between the translation process and translation quality (TQ). 
Special attention was devoted to the analysis of translation problems, the cognitive 
processes involved in their solution, and the strategies adopted (cf. Göpferich 2009, 31–34). 
                                                          
13 http://gams.uni-graz.at/fedora/get/container:tc/bdef:Container/get  
14 See Göpferich and Jääskeläinen (2009, 183). 
15 By contrast, the investigation conducted by PACTE on the acquisition of TC was actually a simulation 
of a longitudinal analysis, as it relied on simultaneous measurements from groups of recent graduates and 
translation trainees at different stages in their educational path, i.e. first-, second-, third-, and fourth-year 
trainees (PACTE 2014, 96). 





One of the most valuable aspects of TransComp is that the research materials and the 
translations produced within the investigation are freely available to the public17. 
The research design of TransComp is based on the model of TC developed by Susanne 
Göpferich (2009), which draws on the model of the translation process devised by Hönig 
(1991) and that of TC proposed by PACTE (see 1.3.1.1). As shown in Figure 1.3, 
Göpferich’s model comprises six main sub-competences which admittedly partially overlap 
with those identified by PACTE (2003). These include: 
 the communicative competence in at least two languages, corresponding to PACTE’s 
bilingual sub-competence; 
 domain competence, roughly corresponding to PACTE’ extralinguistic sub-
competence; 
 tools and research competence, which parallels PACTE’s instrumental sub-competence; 
 translation routine activation competence, which in a unique feature of this model and 
“comprises the knowledge and the abilities to recall and apply certain – mostly 
language-pair-specific – (standard) transfer operations (or shifts) which frequently 
lead to acceptable target-language equivalents” (Göpferich 2009, 22); 
 the psychomotor competence, involving writing and reading abilities with the 
electronic tools used for translating, e.g. typing skills, which may require greater or 
smaller cognitive capacity (Göpferich 2009, 22–23); 
 strategic competence, which corresponds to the same sub-competence of PACTE’s 
model but also involves “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” motivation 18 , i.e. personal 
motivation or motivation deriving from external elements, e.g. remuneration 
(Göpferich 2009, 23) . 
As with PACTE’s model, the above competences are graphically represented in a wheel 
where the strategic component occupies the central position, so as to interact with the other 
sub-competences (see Figure 1.3 below). 
                                                          
17 See http://gams.uni-graz.at/fedora/get/container:tc/bdef:Container/get. 
18 In PACTE’s model motivation is included among the psycho-physiological components (see 1.3.1.1 and 






Figure 1.3. The model of TC developed within TransComp (Göpferich 2013, 615) 
 
In addition to the above sub-competences, Göpferich (2009, 23) also identifies three 
further factors which lie at the basis of her model; these include: 
(1) the translation brief and translation norms; (2) the translator’s self- 
concept/professional ethos, on which the contents conveyed and the methods 
employed in theoretical and practical translation training courses have an 
impact and which form the component of [the] model where aspects of social 
responsibility and roles come in (cf. Risku 1998: 90; 2004: 76), and (3) the 
translator’s psycho-physical disposition (intelligence, ambition, perseverance, 
self-confidence, etc.).  
Similar to PACTE’s investigation, TransComp particularly focused on three of the 
above sub-competences, i.e. strategic, translation routine activation and tools and research 
competence, which are deemed to be the distinctive features of TC as opposed to 
bilingualism (Göpferich 2009, 30).  
1.3.1.3 The EMT model of translation competence 
The European Master’s in Translation (EMT) is a partnership project between the 
European Commission and some higher education institutions in different Member States 
offering MA-level translation programmes that meet a set of specific educational standards. 
The main aim of the EMT is “to promote quality standards in translator training and in 
related professions via a common framework of minimum professional competences” (EMT 





asked by the Directorate-General for Translation (DGT) to actively contribute to the 
development of a reference framework for the competences required of professional 
translators and in the language professions at large. In 2009, the EMT expert group 
proposed a multicomponential model of TC covering six interdependent areas, each capable 
of integrating other specific competences19. 
 
 
Figure 1.4. EMT model of TC (EMT Expert Group 2009) 
 
The EMT model has not been either empirically tested or validated, but largely draws 
on both PACTE’s and Göpferich’s models, as suggested by Figure 1.4 above. Of the six 
sub-components identified, i.e. “language”, “intecultural”, “info mining”, “technological”, 
“thematic”, and “translation service provision”, only the latter appears to be original. More 
specifically: 
 language competence involves the knowledge and use of the “grammatical, lexical and 
idiomatic structures as well as the graphic and typographic conventions” (EMT 
Expert Group 2009, 5) of the translator’s mother tongue and their working 
languages; 
 intercultural competence refers to the sociolinguistic and textual perspectives involved 
in the contrastive analysis of the discursive practices in the translator’s mother 
tongue and their working languages (EMT Expert Group 2009, 6); 
 information mining competence mainly involves the knowledge and ability required to 
(a) identify the information needs for the task at hand, (b) carry out the information 
                                                          
19 The EMT model of TC has been recently used as a basis for the development of an integrative model of 
legal TC within the EU-funded project QUALETRA (JUST/2011/JPEN/AG/2975). For further 





literacy practices required, and (c) evaluate the outcome thereof (EMT Expert 
Group 2009, 6); 
 technological competence refers to the ability “to use effectively and rapidly and to 
integrate a range of software to assist in correction, translation, terminology, 
layout, documentary research” (EMT Expert Group 2009, 7), as well as the ability 
to use different document formats and become familiar with new technology and 
tools; 
 thematic competence includes domain-specific knowledge and the ability to perform 
appropriate searches to gain a better understanding of domain-specific aspects, as 
well as analysis and synthesis skills; 
 translation service provision competence involves self-awareness and self-perception, 
organisational and interpersonal skills, managing skills, knowledge about the 
translation market, the relevant quality standards and professional ethics, 
teamwork, self-assessment skills, knowledge about text function, translation 
problems and strategies, revision, and the appropriate metalanguage to explain and 
justify one’s choices (EMT Expert Group 2009, 4–5). 
In short, the three TC models described in sections 1.3.1.1, 1.3.1.2, and 1.3.1.3 display a 
great degree of overlap in their components, even though different terminology is used and 
the abilities within each component are in some cases distributed differently (see Table 1.1 
below).  
 
PACTE Göpferich EMT 
Bilingual 
Communicative competence 
in at least two languages 
Language  
Intercultural  
Instrumental Tools and research  
Info mining  
Technological  
Extralinguistic Domain  Thematic  











Table 1.1. Contrastive analysis of the models of TC devised by PACTE, Göpferich, and the EMT expert group 
 
On the whole, a full overlap seems to exist between: 
 PACTE’ bilingual sub-competence, Göpferich’s communicative competence, and the 





 PACTE’ instrumental sub-competence, Göpferich’s tools and research competence, 
and the combination of EMT’s info mining and technological competences; 
 PACTE’ extralinguistic sub-competence, Göpferich’s domain competence, and 
EMT’s thematic competence; 
 PACTE’ and Göpferich’s strategic competence; and 
 PACTE’ psycho-physiological components and Göpferich’s psychomotor 
competence. 
Also, translation service provision competence in the EMT model includes skills and 
abilities falling within PACTE’s strategic sub-competence, knowledge of translation sub-
competence, and psycho-physiological components, on the one side, and Göpferich’s 
strategic and psychomotor competence, on the other. The only component that appears not 
to have any equivalent within the remaining two models is the ‘translation routine 
activation competence’ of Göpferich’s model, which seems to refer to the automatisation of 
certain transfer operations peculiar to expert behaviour (see section 1.2.1). 
1.3.1.4 Modelling translation competence: a cognitive perspective 
A quite different perspective on the modelling of TC has been adopted by Alves and 
Gonçalves (2007), who relied on cognitive theories and existing empirical TC models.  
Drawing on the evidence collected in their previous empirical exploratory studies on TC 
(Alves and Gonçalves 2003; Alves and Magalhães 2004; Alves 2005a; 2005b), the two 
scholars proposed a cognitive model of TC which is grounded on Relevence Theory 
(Sperber and Wilson 1986) and connectionist principles (Elman et al. 1996) and also 
integrates some of the sub-competences of PACTE’s model (see section 1.3.1.1).  
 
Figure 1.5. The cognitive model of TC proposed by Alves and Gonçalves (2007) 
 
ST: Source text 
TT: Target text 
SL: Source language 
TL: Target language 
SLTU: Source language translation unit 
TLTU: Target language translation unit 
INST: Instrumental sub-competence 
KAT: Knowledge about translation 






As shown in Figure 1.5, the model merges different graphical and conceptual elements: 
 the composite structure in the upper half of the figure (including ST, TT, SL, TL, 
SLTU, and TLTU) represents the model of “specific translator’s competence”, i.e. 
the “specific core domain for translator’s competence, which is guided by the 
Principle of Relevance […] in coordination with other sub-competences, working 
mainly through conscious or meta-cognitive processes” (Alves and Gonçalves 2007, 
43); 
 the three circles including INST, KAT, and PP represent three auxiliary 
components which are borrowed from PACTE’s model, i.e. instrumental sub-
competence, knowledge about translation, and the psycho-physiological 
components respectively; finally, 
 the large grey circle is a representation of multi-layered cognition where, in the 
connectionist view, the cognitive development involves a gradual acquisition of 
knowledge, with processes becoming increasingly complex throughout the learning 
path.  
As explained by Alves and Gonçalves (2007, 46), since the specific translator’s 
competence “is expected to coordinate a set of different sub-competences, operating mainly 
through conscious or meta-cognitive processes, [it] is situated in the more conscious layers 
of the system, ranging from levels of higher procedural knowledge to meta-cognition.” The 
advanced knowledge of the source language (SL) and TL are thought of as prerequisites 
and therefore appear in the most external layers, i.e. in the social-interactive environment 
outside cognition. 
Based on this model, the two authors proposed a graphic representation of the initial 
and final stage of the development of TC, i.e. the stages of novice vs. expert translator. The 
former is referred to as “narrow-band translator” and is represented in a model where (a) SL 
and TL largely overlap and (b) the specific translator’s competence is farther from meta-
cognition (i.e. from the centre of the sphere) and only connects with language and text 
production (Alves and Gonçalves 2007, 50–51). Conversely, experts are referred to as 
“broadband translators” and their cognitive activity is represented as a sphere where all the 
components are expanded, so as to highlight the interferences between different cognitive 
layers. Unlike novices, expert translators are “able to move back and forth between the 
periphery and the centre of the system to decide at which level of contextual effects every 
TU [translation unit] is to be processed” (Alves and Gonçalves 2007, 52). 
Hence, as opposed to the other proposals described above, this model of TC can be 
conveniently adjusted to represent the evolution of cognitive behaviour throughout the 






 Acquiring and developing translation competence 1.4
Given their procedural nature, the acquisition and development of TC can only be 
investigated by means of longitudinal studies which regularly monitor the performance of 
the same participants through repeated comparable measurements over a sufficiently long 
period of time (cf. Göpferich 2013, 61–62). As illustrated in the previous sections, only two 
empirical studies have adopted such a longitudinal perspective, but only PACTE developed 
a specific model of the acquisition of TC20. 
The investigation of the acquisition process of TC represents the second stage of 
PACTE’s research project (2003, 44). Their model of the acquisition of TC was first 
published in 2000 (104) and then slightly graphically modified in 2014 (93, see Figure 1.6 
below).  In their view, the acquisition of TC is a process subject to variation that entails the 
development and continuous restructuring of the sub-competences identified in their model 
of TC (see 1.3.1.1). In this process, the various sub-competences can only be acquired 
through specific learning strategies and do not necessarily develop in parallel (cf. PACTE 
2000, 104; 2003, 50). 
 
Figure 1.6. PACTE’s model of the acquisition of TC (PACTE 2014, 93) 
 
As shown in Figure 1.6 above, the acquisition of TC is represented as a screw-shaped 
arrow, so as to suggest that the acquisition of TC is “[a] dynamic, spiral process [;] like all 
                                                          
20 As previously mentioned, PACTE’s investigation is actually based on the simulation of a longitudinal 
study. On the other hand, the project TransComp, which is one of the very few longitudinal studies on 
TC in the strictest sense of the term (cf. Göpferich and Jääskeläinen 2009, 183; Göpferich 2013, 61), did 
not develop a specific model concerning the acquisition and/or development of TC, but only provided a 





















learning processes, [it] evolves from novice knowledge (pre-translation competence) to 
expert knowledge (translation competence); it requires learning competence (learning 
strategies) and during the process both declarative and procedural types of knowledge are 
integrated, developed and restructured” (PACTE 2003, 49). A special focus is placed on 
procedural knowledge, with particular reference to the strategic sub-competence, which is 
deemed to play an essential role also in the development of TC. The acquisition of TC may 
also be subject to variation depending on directionality (whether direct or inverse 
translation), the language combination involved, the specialisation required (e.g. legal, 
economic, technical translation), and the learning context (PACTE 2000, 104–105; 2003, 
49; 2014, 93). The first results of PACTE’s investigation on the acquisition of TC have 
recently been published and suggest a close relation between conceptual and procedural 
dynamism and the development of TC in that “a dynamic concept of translation […], a 
dynamic translation project for a specific text […], and a dynamic project for the 
translation problems posed in the text” (2014, 108) seem to be peculiar to higher levels of 
TC. 
This dynamic approach to the acquisition process of TC has been further developed by 
Kiraly (2013), who recently noted that 
none of [the models of translation competence] suggests or reveals anything at 
all about the learning process. They are all static box-like representations of an 
ideal(ised) relationship between dispositions, abilities and skills that professional 
translators can be expected to possess and be able to use when translating. In 
and of themselves, they say nothing about how these features should or might 
be acquired or developed in an educational setting. (Kiraly 2013, 201) 
In opposition to atomistic and bi-dimensional models, which admittedly include his own 
(2006), Kiraly is in favour of a three-dimensional representation of TC and the process of its 
acquisition. In fact, to the notions of ‘acquisition’ or ‘development’, Kiraly prefers 
“emergence”, a term he borrowed from complexity theory to refer to “autopoietic”, i.e. self-
creation. This terminological choice reflects the underlying belief that “translator 
competence […] is not built up bit by bit through the accretion of knowledge, but creates 
itself through the translator’s embodied involvement (habitus) in actual translation 
experience” (Kiraly 2013, 203). This emergence is graphically represented by means of a 
large vortex where multiple vortices converge and gradually merge to form a unique super-







Figure 1.7. Kiraly’s model of the emergence of TC (2013) 
 
This would reflect the dynamic emergence of TC as consisting of a variety of multiple 
potential links between memory, knowledge, intuition, external and internal resources, 
personal disposition, interpersonal relations, psycho-corporal components, and the different 
sub-competences of TC. In its initial stage, i.e. that of novice translator, the different sub-
competences appear as distinct and relatively small vortices. Moving up towards the stage 
of expert, they gradually become larger and get closer to one another, and include a 
growing number of linkages, until they finally merge in a single vortex at the highest stage 
of competence, i.e. expertise (see section 1.2.1). In this dynamic process of emergence, the 
number and types of linkages between the different components cannot be predicted. The 
different sub-competences are purposely not termed or listed, which allows for the potential 
addition of different components to make the model conveniently more or less complex. 
 
 A product-oriented approach to translation competence: a proposal 1.5
On the grounds of these considerations, the present dissertation proposes a product-
oriented approach to the investigation and definition of TC, which is complementary to 
mainstream process-oriented research. To this end, a longitudinal empirical product-
oriented study was designed and conducted which may provide interesting insights into the 
textual patterns peculiar to different stages of TC. The study also integrates some process-
related data to be used as complementary explanatory evidence for the trends identified in 
the product analysis. The following chapters illustrate the research design (Chapter II), 
report on data analysis and discuss the results of the study (Chapters III, IV, and V). 





the three stages of novice, intermediate, and professional translator and provides a set of 






Chapter I in a nutshell 
This chapter provides an introduction to the notion of translation competence (TC) and the 
issues concerning its definition, modelling and development. TC is a unique non-innate 
competence which is qualitatively different from mere communicative competence or 
bilingualism. Even though the term ‘expertise’ can be sometimes used as a (near-)synonym 
for TC, scholars generally define expertise as the highest stage in the development of TC, 
where intuition, automatisation, and holistic thinking prevail over analytical and atomistic 
behaviour. Except for the widely agreed-on assumptions above, a considerable number of 
concurrent (near-synonymic) terms and conceptual frameworks have been devised in the 
attempt to identify the essential constitutive components of TC (cf. Orozco and Hurtado 
Albir 2002). Recently, scholars have tended to opt for a multicomponential conceptualisation of 
TC, consisting of a varying number of different or (partially) overlapping sub-competences 
that are generally deemed to be interdependent and interacting with one another. 
Though empirical research on TC has still a long way to go, from the mid-1980s empirical 
studies have considerably contributed to the investigation of TC. Most empirical evidence 
relates to the translation process, i.e. to the behavioural and procedural patterns of 
(un)experienced translators which might be conductive to high (or poor) translation 
quality. Product-oriented research on TC, on the other hand, is relatively less developed and 
mostly focuses on the qualitative assessment of translations for triangulation purposes, i.e. to 
study the same phenomenon by means of multiple methods and tools. Empirical research 
recently led to the development of various empirically-based TC models, including those 
devised by PACTE (2003), Göpferich (2009) within the project TransComp, the EMT expert 
group (2009), and Alves and Gonçalves (2007). On the basis of a simulation of a longitudinal 
study, PACTE also developed a model of the acquisition of TC which suggests a dynamic 
conceptualisation of such process. This dynamic approach has been further developed by 
Kiraly (2013), who devised a three-dimensional model of the ‘emergence’ of TC. 
Based on these considerations, the present dissertation proposes a product-oriented approach 
to the investigation and definition of TC and discusses a longitudinal empirical product-
oriented study of TC whose research design, data analysis and results are presented in the 
following chapters. 
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 “Cheshire Puss,” she began, rather timidly […], 
“Would you tell me, please,  
which way I ought to walk from here?” 
“That depends a good deal  
on where you want to get to,” said the Cat.  
“I don’t much care where——” said Alice. 
“Then it doesn’t matter which way you walk,” 
said the Cat. 








As the path of a journey very much depends on its final destination, the findings (and 
validity) of research very much depend on how it is designed and conducted. 
The journey of this research project began in January 2012 with the framing of the 
research questions that have guided the investigation and determined the scope and aims of 
the analysis. The design of the study followed, with the identification of the variables to be 
investigated, a suitable sample, as well as the methods and tools adopted for data gathering 
and analysis. The empirical phase of the research project covered two years and a half, from 
January 2012 to June 2014, involved 63 participants and 3 revisers, and allowed for the 
production and collection of 239 target texts and questionnaires, which are the object of 
analysis of the present dissertation. 
The following sections provide a detailed overview on the research design, with a 
special focus on the research questions (2.2.1), the structure and evolution of the sample 
(2.3.1), the translation tasks performed (2.3.2), the variables under investigation (2.3.3.1), 
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 The research journey: setting a destination  2.2
The rationale for this research project is to be found in the doubtful mind of a young 
student who first approached translation in her first year of the MA programme in 
Translation at the University of Trieste. With a purely linguistic background as her sole 
companion in this new adventure, she found herself quite lost in the world of translation 
and began finding a way out of the rabbit hole and into her future as a translator. To 
become a good translator, one has to know what a good translator is like and what a good 
translator does; in other words, to become a good translator, one should have an idea (a 
definition) of the competence(s) that are supposed to be possessed or acquired. 
As outlined in Chapter I, TS have provided a wide range of conceptual frameworks for 
TC, leading to a variety of possible definitions and models. The number and types of the 
proposed components of this competence are also seen to vary. Research on TC has mostly 
focused on abstract competences and procedural aspects, thus devising theoretical models 
that are not always operationalised or easy to operationalise for training purposes. These 
models have adopted a prominently process-oriented perspective that seldom resulted in 
the identification of behavioural and procedural patterns leading to good quality 
(Tirkkonen-Condit 2005, 405–406). Far from being unproductive, process-oriented studies 
have provided valuable insights into the diversity of procedures and approaches adopted by 
(student and/or professional) translators. Yet, most existing studies ultimately fail to 
include a set of operational indications serving as a reference framework for translator 
training. As pointed out by Nord (1991b, 106–107), the acquisition and internalisation of 
the translation norms and conventions of one’s working languages and cultures can take 
“more than four or five years at university, […] cost a great deal in terms of trial and error 
[…]. Therefore, […] it would be a great help to future translators to have an exact 
description of the regulative and constitutive conventions of translation for the source and 
target culture they are working with”. Despite the thirty years elapsed from Nord’s 
considerations, no previous empirical studies have focused on a set of textual and 
procedural patterns which might be operationalised for training purposes. In the attempt to 
fill this gap, this research project aims to develop a set of pragmatic indications about the 
textual and procedural patterns observed in experienced vs. novice translators based on the 
assumption that they prove distinctive of (professional) high-quality translation and might 
constitute good or best practice in translation (training), at least with regard to the genre 
and language combination under consideration (i.e. non-specialist texts translated from 
English into Italian). 
The identification of such textual (in addition to procedural) patterns would carry 
indeed significant implications for translator training and might serve a three-fold purpose: 
first, the patterns could be used as predictive hypotheses in the development of TC in 
trainees in order to anticipate and prevent possible unsuccessful behaviours; second, they 
might assist translation trainers in setting pragmatic learning goals, which would speed up 
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the learning process of translation trainees; finally, they could also be used as evaluation 
criteria in translation assessment in the academic and, possibly, professional settings. 
 
2.2.1 The research questions 
The above research objective has been framed into four research questions (see Table 
2.1). In order to explore as thoroughly as possible the recurring textual and procedural 
features which might prove peculiar to a given level of competence and/or quality, these 
questions address the translation product and process, on the one hand, and encompass 
both a synchronic and diachronic perspective, on the other. 
 




Do target texts (TTs) produced by 
translators at approximately the same 
level of experience and/or competence 
share common characteristics and/or 
trends? 
As novices progress in their training, 
do their TTs tend to become (more) 





Do translators at approximately the 
same level of experience and/or 
competence share a similar approach to 
the translation task (in terms of, e.g., 
reference material, revision process, 
reading of the source text, time needed 
for the task)? 
Do novices tend to adopt the same 
approach as more experienced 
translators while they are gaining 
experience and competence? 
Table 2.1. The research questions 
From the synchronic perspective, the product- and process-oriented research questions 
aim to investigate the patterns shared by translators at approximately the same stage in the 
development of their TC, i.e. novice and (more) experienced translators, so as to map the 
possible trends observed on their supposed level of TC and the quality of their translations. 
Complementarily to this approach, the possible evolution of such trends is observed in the 
diachronic perspective, which also allows for a sort of double-check procedure whereby the 
trends observed in each task can be confirmed or questioned on the basis of subsequent 
tasks and additional evidence. 
For the specific purpose of this study, the product-oriented pair of questions plays a 
predominant role in the analysis. The reason is that recent research on TC has mostly 
focused on the translation process and tended to overlooked product analysis, which is often 
considered only for evaluation purposes, i.e. to relate a given process to the quality of the 
corresponding target text. With the aim to provide a different and complementary 
approach to the study of TC, this investigation will then primarily focus on the translation 
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product and rely on process data for the sole purpose of identifying possible correlations 
with the textual patterns observed. 
 
 The research design 2.3
The research is designed to answer the four research questions illustrated in the 
previous section and then arrive at a definition of TC on the basis of the textual and 
procedural trends shared by experienced translators and acquired and/or developed by 
students during their training. This entailed the design and elaboration of an empirical 
study involving a sample of translators with different levels of experience and competence 
in translation. Their performances were monitored through multiple comparable tasks over 
a three-year period of time, i.e. throughout the whole duration of the doctoral programme 
(2012-2014).  
In order to highlight similarities and discrepancies in their performances, participants 
were assigned the same translation tasks, each involving the translation of an English 
source text (ST) into their mother tongue (Italian), as well as the compilation of a brief 
post-task questionnaire about the translation task. The overall aim was to obtain both the 
product- and process-related data necessary for the investigation. The contrastive analysis 
of such data has focused on several product- and process-related variables that were 
thought capable of highlighting discrepancies in the translated texts and behaviours of 
novice vs. (more) experienced translators. 
A detailed description of the sample of translators, the translation tasks they performed 
and the variables considered in the analysis is provided in the following sections. 
 
2.3.1 The sample 
The sample includes both novice and (more) experienced translators who were selected 
from the BA and MA programmes in Translation of the University of Trieste21 and the 
professional market respectively. All participants took part in the empirical study on a 
voluntary basis, without any economic or academic benefits. On the whole, the sample 
consists of six cohorts of participants grouped as follows (see Table 2.2): 
 Group N, i.e. ‘novices’, includes a cohort of BA students; 
 Group I1 and Group I2, i.e. first- and second year ‘intermediates’ respectively, 
include four cohorts of MA students (Ia, Ib, Ic, and Id); and 
 Group P, i.e. ‘professionals’, comprises a cohort of professional translators. 
  
                                                          
21 I.e. the Bachelor’s degree programme in “Applied Interlinguistic Communication” and the Master’s 
degree programme in “Specialised Translation and Dialogue Interpreting” respectively. 
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year Group I1 Group I2 
2011/12 
GROUP N 
13 1st-year trainees 
COHORT Ia 
7 1st-year trainees 
COHORT Ib 






13 2nd-year trainees 
COHORT Ic 
10 1st-year trainees 
COHORT Ia 






13 3rd-year trainees 
COHORT Id 
12 1st-year trainees 
COHORT Ic 




Table 2.2. Structure of the sample and diachronic variations in the groups and cohorts 
Due to the longitudinal design of the study, the internal composition of the groups of 
novices and intermediates was bound to vary during the investigation alongside students’ 
progress in their respective training programmes. Group N did not undergo any changes, 
with the same 13 participants simply progressing from the first to the final year of the BA 
programme. Groups I1 and I2, on the other hand, are the most varied, with four different 
cohorts of trainees progressing from the first to the final year of the MA programme. 
However, the internal composition of the four cohorts of intermediates has remained 
(almost completely) unchanged, with two minor exceptions: (a) Ia, in which a participant 
(Ia6) withdrew from the study and another (Ia8) entered the cohort after the first task, and 
(b) Ic, in which a trainee (Ic10) abandoned the empirical study at the end of 2013. Finally, 
one professional in Group P performed three translation tasks out of six and withdrew in 
June 2013. Consequently, despite the absence of any reward and the long-term commitment 
required (in particular as concerns Groups N and P, which carried out all six translation 
tasks), the dropout rate appears to have been very low, with only three participants out of 
sixty-three who did not complete the set of tasks they were required to perform. It should 
also be noted that in the last translation task, an unusually high number of participants 
completed the task in 30-50 minutes and many of them reported that they were not satisfied 
with their translation. Hence, on the basis of these considerations and given some anomalies 
in the performance of some participants who did not closely follow the instructions of the 
on-line procedure, the TTs produced in the sixth translation task will not be considered in 
the present dissertation, so as not to compromise the aggregate results of the analysis. 
However, they might be used for future comparison to highlight the possible effect of drops 
in motivation and commitment on the participants’ performances. 
To avoid any possible bias and still monitor the individual performances diachronically, 
all participants were anonymised by randomly assigning to each one an identification code 
for the whole duration of the project (e.g. N1, Ic3, P5, etc.). 
2.3.1.1 Recruiting participants 
The recruitment of participants followed two distinct procedures: one for translation 
trainees and one for professionals. 
Translation trainees were recruited from the BA- and MA-level courses in Translation 
from English into Italian of the Department of Legal, Language, Interpreting and 
36 
CHAPTER II 
The research project 
 
Translation Studies (IUSLIT) of the University of Trieste. They were informed about the 
purpose and design of the research project and joined the sample on a voluntary basis, 
mostly from January 2012 (Group N and Cohorts Ia and Ib), whilst Cohorts Ic and Id 
entered the sample at the beginning of their first term, in January 2013 and 2014 
respectively. 
The cohorts of trainees included both male and female translators, with women being 
largely overrepresented in all cohorts, as shown in Table 2.3 below.  
 
Group N Cohort Ia Cohort Ib Cohort Ic Cohort Id 
M F M F M F M F M F 
3 10 0 8 2 8 2 8 2 10 
Table 2.3. Composition of the cohorts of trainee translators 
Professional translators joined the sample later in 2012, when the practical and logistic 
issues concerning their participation were finally solved. First, it was necessary to identify 
the suitable channels to recruit a sufficient number of experienced professionals (vs. recent 
graduates or non-professionals) agreeing to devote some of their time on a long-term 
project without any reward. Second, given the unlikely possibility of finding such a cohort 
of professionals within the same area and having them available all at the same time for on-
site translation tasks, it was necessary to develop a remote procedure that allowed people 
from different places and at different times to perform the tasks anonymously and under the 
same conditions and constraints (see 2.3.2.3) as those imposed to trainees. Once these 
logistic issues were solved through the use of an online platform (see 2.3.2.3), the following 
multiple channels were exploited for the recruitment of professionals:  
 a mailing list of translation graduates from the University of Trieste, 
 a mailing list for Italian translators called Langit22, 
 a forum for Italian literary translators called Biblit23, 
 the websites TranslatorsCafé.com and Proz.com,  
 the newsletter and mailing list of the Italian Association of Translators and 
Interpreters AITI24, and  
 the mailing list, blog25 and Facebook page26 of the Italian Language Division of the 
American Translators Association (ATA). 
To distinguish professionals and non-professionals or inexperienced graduates, 
applicants were required to compile a brief form with information on their educational and 
professional background, which served as profiling criteria. These criteria not only allowed 
                                                          




26 https://www.facebook.com/pages/ATA-Italian-Language-Division/310363489021913  
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for homogeneous sampling, but were also necessary to provide a more accurate and detailed 
description of the participants’ profiles given that, “[a]lthough the term ‘professional’ is 
used consistently [in translation process research] to refer to somebody who is a practising 
translator and not a student, the scope of the term varies” (O’Brien 2009, 254). From the 
pool of 19 applicants, 10 professional translators (2 men and 8 women) were finally selected 
based on the following requirements: 
 their main working language combination was English into Italian; 
 they had at least 5 years of professional experience; 
 translation was their main source of income; and 
 they held an MA-level degree in Translation, Interpreting and/or Modern 
Languages. 
At the time of entering the sample, the professional translators selected were aged on 
average 44 years (SD27 6.71), their age ranging between 32 and 5328. They had about 14 
years (SD 7.4) of professional experience29, either as in-house or freelance translators, and 
three of them were also carrying out other working activities, though translation had 
always remained their main source of income 30 . Also, their work volume (WV) was 
constantly monitored (see 2.3.2.2 and 5.3.2.2) as evidence of their ongoing professional 
activity and, more importantly, as a further measure of the quality of their working 
experience, which is often overlooked in translation process research (cf. Jääskeläinen 2010, 
217). They specialised in different fields – automotive, chemistry, IT, marketing, as well as 
legal, financial, literary, and technical translation – which limits the influence of their 
specialisation on the aggregate results of each translation task, thus making the group 
suitable for the specific purposes of the research project.  
It should be noted that, based on her replies to and additional comments in the 
questionnaires, one of the ten professionals selected (P1) was eventually discarded as she 
had gradually reduced her translation WV and finally migrated to other working activities. 
Hence, the final size of Group P was limited to 9 participants. 
 
2.3.2 Data gathering: the translation tasks 
The design of the translation tasks was purposely developed to meet the specific 
objectives of the research project, i.e. the definition of TC in terms of textual and procedural 
trends and the monitoring of these trends from a longitudinal perspective. In addition to 
                                                          
27 Standard deviation. 
28 More specifically, professionals were aged as follows: 32 (1 participant), 38 (1 participant), 41 (2 
participants), 48 (2 participants), 49 (2 participants), 53 (1 participant). 
29 At the time of entering the sample, the selected participants had the following years of professional 
experience: 5 (2 participants), 11 (3 participants), 16 (1 participant), 22 (2 participants), 25 (1 participant). 
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the above-mentioned heterogeneous sample of translators, this called for repeated 
measurements of the same type of performance and, consequently, the development of a set 
of comparable and (nearly) equivalent tasks that allowed for the gathering of both product- 
and process-related data. Considering the duration of the doctoral programme and that of 
the undergraduate and graduate programmes, a time span of two years and a half was set 
for the data-gathering phase of the study (i.e. from January 2012 to June 2014). This made 
it possible to follow the development of TC in novices and most intermediates (i.e. Cohorts 
Ia and Ic) from the first to the final year of their respective training programmes. On the 
whole, this phase consisted of six translation tasks which were scheduled at the end of each 
academic term for translation trainees (i.e. in January and May) and on a quarterly basis for 
the tasks performed by professionals, who joined the sample at the end of 2012 and thus 
needed a different schedule. As outlined in Table 2.4 below, each task was performed by 
approximately 40 participants, which resulted in the collection of 239 datasets consisting of 
the participants’ translations and questionnaires. 
 




T1 13 10 7 – – 9 39 
T2 13 10 7 – – 9 39 
2013 
T3 13 – 7 10 – 9 39 
T4 13 – 7 10 – 8 38 
2014 
T5 13 – – 9 12 8 42 
T6 13 – – 9 12 8 42 
Table 2.4. Number of participants per cohort for each task. 
The tasks were specifically designed to address both the product- and the process-
oriented issues implied in the research questions (see 2.2.1). In the first place, they included 
the translation of a non-specialist newspaper article from English to Italian (the 
participants’ mother tongue), followed by the compilation of a questionnaire about the 
participant’s translation process and other issues which might have affected the task or the 
development of their TC. Given the primarily product-oriented approach adopted, process-
related data have been elicited only through the above-mentioned post-task questionnaire 
and the participants’ delivery time (DT). These data are mainly intended as providing 
supplementary, supporting (or conflicting) evidence to the product-related analysis and as 
further hints for a more thorough understanding of TC and its development.  
A more detailed description of the STs, the structure of the questionnaire and the 
logistic and temporal conditions of the tasks is provided in sections 2.3.2.1, 2.3.2.2 and 
2.3.2.3 respectively. 
2.3.2.1 The source texts 
The choice of suitable STs was one of the most delicate phases for the development of 
the translation tasks and was informed by (a) the heterogeneous nature of the sample, (b) 
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the longitudinal design of the investigation, (c) the time constraints applied to the tasks, 
and (d) the variables considered in the analysis. 
The asymmetric structure of the sample was a major issue, as participants with no to 
extensive experience in translation were supposed to approach the same task under the 
same conditions and time constraints (see 2.3.2.3). The discrepancies in the participants’ 
assumed level of TC necessarily required that the difficulty of the STs was adequate to the 
TC of less-experienced participants, i.e. novices, not to jeopardise their performances due to 
overdemanding tasks. Given that highly specialised STs were judged to be unsuitable for 
the purposes of the study, press articles were chosen as STs for the translation tasks as they 
are generally intended for non-specialist readers and deal with topics and issues that are 
known to the general public, including BA trainees. 
The longitudinal design of the empirical study imposed further constraints on the 
choice of the STs. More specifically, a levelling out in terms of overall task difficulty was 
deemed likely to lead to the detection of longitudinal changes in the participants’ 
translation products or processes. 
The time constraints set for completion of the translation tasks, i.e. 2 hours (see 2.3.2.3), 
also necessarily influenced the choice of the STs, whose length had to be appropriate to the 
time allowed. This limited the choice to articles that could be easily edited, e.g. by omitting 
words, phrases or even entire paragraphs, without compromising their overall meaning and 
coherence (an example is provided in Appendix 7). 
Finally, the selection of the STs also considered the set of textual features that would be 
investigated (see 2.3.3.1), with a special focus on lexis and syntax. More specifically, it was 
felt that the STs had to feature lexical and syntactic items likely to lead translators to 
favour reformulation strategies over a word-for-word approach, which would in turn 
enhance the possibility of highlighting possible discrepancies in the renditions of novice and 
experienced translators during the analysis. 
On the basis of these considerations and prerequisites, six STs were selected and 
conveniently modified31  also following advice of two translation trainers with a long-
standing experience in the development and assessment of translation tests for entrance 
and final module exams at both BA and MA level. Table 2.5 below provides the list of the 
selected STs used in the six translation tasks and other relevant information. 
  
                                                          
31 For an example, see Appendix 7. 
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Task Title Source Date Words Edited 
1 Why I sent Oxford a rejection letter32 theguardian.com 19/01/2012 352 Yes 
2 How low can you go?33 
Britain in 2011 
Environment News 
19/11/2010 358 Yes 
3 Looking for a Google34 The Economist 06/10/2012 383 Yes 
4 
The UN Commission on the Status of 
Women unmasks equality’s enemies35 
theguardian.com 18/03/2013 403 Yes 
5 
Britain looks to lure Chinese visitors 
with simplified visa rules36 
The Wall Street 
Journal 
14/10/2013 374 No 
6 A billion shades of grey37 The Economist 26/04/2014 399 Yes 
Table 2.5. Source texts used for the six translation tasks 
As can be inferred from their titles, the six articles deal with different topics, ranging 
from personal experiences to environmental, economic, and social issues. More precisely: 
 ST1, is a satirical rejection letter sent by – and not to – a candidate to Oxford 
University; 
 ST2 is an article on the carbon dioxide emission reduction targets set by the EU; 
 ST3 is about microlending and business management in poor countries; 
 ST4 deals with women’s rights; 
 ST5 reports on Britain’s visa policy aimed at attracting Chinese tourists; finally, 
 ST6 is an article on global ageing. 
The variety in the topics covered by the STs served a twofold purpose: first, it was 
meant to minimise the impact of the professionals’ specialisations on their performances; 
second, it provided variety to the lexis, register and style of the STs, which was meant to 
ensure that the trends observed in the target texts (TTs) did not result from the 
sublanguage, register and style used with reference to a specific topic. 
To ensure longitudinal consistency and comparability and take into account the 
limitations imposed by time constraints, the selected STs have approximately the same 
level of difficulty and length, which ranges from 352 (ST1) to 403 words (ST4) including 
the title. The level of difficulty of the STs was evaluated both a priori, with the help of the 
two expert translation trainers mentioned above, and a posteriori by the participants 
themselves through specific questions in the post-task questionnaires (see 2.3.2.2), so that 
                                                          
32 http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2012/jan/19/why-i-sent-oxford-university-rejection-letter. For 
the abridged version of the ST used for the task, see Appendix 1. 
33 http://www.esrc.ac.uk/news-and-events/publications/britain-in/britain-in-back-copies.aspx. For the abridged 
version of the ST used for the task, see Appendix 2. 
34  http://www.economist.com/node/21564265. For the abridged version of the ST used for the task, see 
Appendix 3. 
35  http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/mar/18/un-commission-status-women-enemies-equality. 
For the abridged version of the ST used for the task, see Appendix 4. 
36 Now available for subscribers only. For the unabridged version of the ST used for the task see Appendix 5. 
37  http://www.economist.com/news/leaders/21601253-ageing-economy-will-be-slower-and-more-unequal-
oneunless-policy-starts-changing-now. For the abridged version used for the task, see Appendix 6. 
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the results of the analysis could be correlated to possible – though unlikely – discrepancies 
in the tasks’ (perceived) difficulty. 
Also, the six STs show some particular lexical and syntactic features that made them 
suitable for the investigation; these are: 
 a very limited number of technical terms; the ones that are present have all entered 
everyday language and are frequently used in newscasts and newspapers, e.g. 
“greenhouse gas emissions” (ST2), “microlender” (ST3), “social capital” (ST4), 
“biometric data” (ST5), and “workforce” (ST6); 
 individual lexical items or phrases that do not have a direct Italian equivalent and 
need reformulation, e.g. “far-reaching” (ST1), “tackling cars” (ST2), “grow big and 
strong” (ST3), “to be free from abuse” (ST4), “high-spending travellers” (ST5), “the 
well-educated well-off” (ST6); 
 a syntactic structure that can be easily modified to split or merge sentences in order 
to encourage possible reformulations, as it is often the case in English to Italian 
translation (cf. Scarpa 2006; 2008, 173). 
2.3.2.2 The questionnaire 
Upon completion of each translation, a questionnaire was administered to the 
participants that was an integral part of the translation tasks, although it was to be filled in 
outside the maximum of two hours allotted to the translation task proper. The 
questionnaire was designed to collect process-related data and other information on the 
participants’ training and professional activities that may directly affect their performance 
and ultimately the development of TC. Two different versions of the questionnaire were 
developed, one for trainees and one for professionals (see Appendices 8 and 9 respectively), 
with a set of common process-related questions and a set of customised competence-related 
questions for each group. An extra question (Q1) was also included in the first 
questionnaire administered to all cohorts to ask participants about the number of years they 
had been studying or working with the SL, i.e. English. 
Process-related questions 
Both versions of the questionnaire include the same process-related questions, i.e. those 
from Q2 to Q9, investigating the participants’ perception of and approach to the translation 
task. More specifically, five questions address the participants’ perception as concerns the 
following aspects: 
 the overall difficulty of the ST (Q2), to be measured on a five-point Likert scale 
from “very easy” to “very difficult”; 
 the time allowed (Q3), to be judged on a three-point Likert scale from “too much” to 
“too little”; 
 the main type(s) of difficulties encountered (Q6), whether, “lexical”, “syntactic”, 
“other” to be specified or “none”; 
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 the participants’ self-assessment (Q8), on a scale from 1 to 10; 
 the overall difficulty of the ST as compared to the one translated in the previous 
task (Q9), to be assessed on a three-point Likert scale from “more difficult” to 
“easier”; this latter question was included in the questionnaires from the second 
translation task performed by each cohort onwards. 
The participants’ specific approach to the translation task was also inquired through 
three questions relating to the different phases of the translation process as identified by 
Jakobsen (2002, 192–193), i.e. the initial “orientation phase” (Q4), the following “drafting 
phase” (Q5), and the final “revision phase” (Q7, Q7a and Q7b). More precisely: 
 Q4 asks about the first reading of the ST by proposing six different, not mutually 
exclusive options, i.e. “full-text reading”, “skimming and/or scanning”, “the 
paragraph to be translated”, “the sentence to be translated”, “the clause to be 
translated”, “other” to be specified; 
 Q5 investigates about the reference materials used during the translation process, 
listing five possible not mutually exclusive options, i.e. “bilingual dictionaries” and 
“monolingual dictionaries” (to be specified whether paper, online or offline), 
“general search engines”, “glossaries”, “other” to be specified; and 
 Q7 inquires whether a final self-revision of the TT had been performed; if this was 
the case, participants were asked to specify the level of accuracy (Q7a) and the type 
of re-reading performed. As to the level of accuracy of revision, participants could 
choose one of more options among the following: “final reading of the target text”, 
“reading of the last translated paragraph”, “reading of the last translated sentence”, 
“reading of the last translated clause”, and “other” to be specified; finally, 
participants were required to state whether they performed “unilingual” and/or 
“comparative self-revision”, or other type of self-revision to be specified. 
Given that the sample comprised undergraduates and both recent and experienced 
postgraduates, the questionnaire purposely avoids or strongly limits the use of the relevant 
metalanguage (e.g. “unilingual or comparative self-revision”, “skimming”, “scanning”) in 
favour of more explicit and clear formulations, to cope with any lacks in the participants’ 
knowledge of translation terminology and ultimately improve data reliability. 
Competence-related questions 
As mentioned earlier, the questionnaire also includes a section inquiring about other 
training, working and personal activities which might influence the development of TC or 
the participants’ linguistic skills at large. Given the discrepancies in the kind of activities 
which trainees and professionals can carry out, two different versions of such section were 
developed. 
The questionnaire administered to translation trainees (see Appendix 8) includes two 
training-related questions (Q10 and Q11), one work-related question (Q12), and one final 
question on personal activities (Q13). In particular: 
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 Q10 asks about the class-hours of the English into Italian translation course 
attended in the relevant term; four possible options are provided in terms of the 
percentage of attended classes out of the total for that course, namely: 0-25%, 25-
50%, 50-75%, 75-100%; 
 Q11 inquires whether, in the relevant term, students have attended other English 
courses aside from those of the BA or MA syllabus, such as workshops or private 
language courses. If this was the case, participants were also asked to specify the 
type and approximate number of hours of course attended; 
 Q12 deals with possible extra translation work in the relevant language 
combination (EN>IT) carried out in the relevant term in addition to the normal 
workload associated to academic translation courses. If this was the case, 
participants were asked to specify the approximate number of source-text words 
translated; finally, 
 Q13 inquires about possible stays in English-speaking countries in the relevant 
term and the duration thereof. 
The version of the questionnaire developed for professionals (see Appendix 9) 
comprises one training-related question (Q10), one work-related question (Q11) and one 
final question on personal activities (Q12). More precisely: 
 Q10 asks whether, in the period between two translation tasks, professionals 
attended translation training courses and/or workshops, without considering those 
on marketing or managing skills. In case such training activities had been carried 
out, the type of course and the number of class-hours were to be specified (Q10a); 
 Q11 inquires about the participants’ workload in the relevant language combination 
in the period between two translation tasks, as measured in number of pages of 220 
words or 1,500 characters including spaces38; finally, 
 Q12 asks about possible stays in English-speaking countries in the period between 
two translation tasks and the duration thereof. 
2.3.2.3 Logistics 
The practical issues concerning the design and performance of the translation tasks 
were connected to and determined by two conflicting factors: on the one side, the need for 
ecological validity and consistency in terms of constraints and working conditions and, on 
the other side, the heterogeneity of the sample, which included professional translators 
from different cities and countries who could not be expected to perform the tasks all at the 
same time or in the same place. 
                                                          
38 This is the standard page for the remuneration of professional translation tasks on the Italian market. 
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As concerns ecological validity, the design of the tasks had to reproduce, as much as 
possible, real-life settings, which necessarily differ for professional and trainee translators. 
Professionals work as freelance translators; they normally work remotely and can access 
any type of reference materials or ask for other professionals’ support. Students generally 
perform academic translation tests in the premises of the university under the supervision 
of a trainer, without the support of the Internet or other translators and being allowed to 
access only limited types of reference materials (mostly paper mono- and bilingual 
dictionaries). On the basis of such considerations and to ensure comparability, the tasks 
were designed to involve common working conditions and time constraints for all 
participants, but they also allowed for professionals to work in different locations and with 
different scheduling. This ensured ecological validity and at the same time allowed 
professionals to take part in the research project without compromising their normal work-
related activities. 
A time constraint of two hours was set for each translation task. This was deemed a 
suitable time interval for professionals and also corresponds to the average duration of 
translation exams at the University of Trieste. The average length of the STs largely 
depended on the time allotted to the task and was set at approximately 350 to 400 words 
(see 2.3.2.1) to allow even the least experienced translators to perform the translation task 
without being pressed for time. To improve ecological validity, no limitations to the 
number and type of reference materials were imposed and access to the Internet was 
allowed; also, all participants could work with their own notebook computers to access the 
dictionaries and materials they normally use. As concerns locations and scheduling, 
students and professionals performed the six tasks in different places and with different 
schedules, to avoid any clashes with their specific academic or professional schedules. 
Translation trainees 
As mentioned above (see 2.3.2), each cohort of trainees carried out two tasks per 
academic year (one at the end of each term) in the premises of the university and under the 
supervision of the author. Two different dates were fixed for each task in two different days 
of the same week, so that students could apply for the one that best suited their timetables. 
A couple of days prior to each session, a reminder email was sent to all participants to the 
task indicating the time and place fixed for the task and the time constraints applied, and 
listing the equipment and reference materials required, i.e. their notebook (or 
netbook/tablet, depending on their personal preferences) and all the dictionaries or other 
types of reference materials they deemed useful. On the day of the task, students were 
instructed to take a seat at a set distance from one another and asked to start their 
notebooks, check their battery levels or plug their devices to a power outlet, to avoid any 
interruption of the task later on. Once the proper functioning of their Internet connection 
was checked, students were asked to open a new MS Word document and save the file with 
a name consisting of their identification code, which they found into a small envelope they 
were randomly given at the beginning of their first task. Students were then reminded 
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about the two-hour time constraints and the possibility to access all on-line, off-line and 
paper-based reference material they wanted, provided that they did not ask for anybody 
else’s support, either verbally or in writing or via the Internet. They were eventually given 
a large envelope containing (a) the source text, (b) a blank sheet to take notes if needed, and 
(c) the questionnaire. Students were required not to take the questionnaire out of the 
envelope before completing the translation task to avoid their performance being influenced 
by the questions about the translation process. They were then instructed about the 
submission of their target text, which had to be sent to the author via their academic e-mail 
address (showing only the students’ identification number and not their name) or, 
alternatively, saved on a portable drive upon completion to track the participants’ delivery 
time. Finally, after the author indicated and took note of the starting time, students were 
allowed to begin translating. After submitting their translations, students filled in the 
questionnaire and put it back into the envelope, together with the ST and the additional 
sheet they had been provided with. 
Professional translators 
Given that all participating professionals were living in different cities and needed 
customised schedules that could fit into their work-related activities, an ad hoc procedure 
was developed to allow them to perform the task remotely, yet under the same conditions 
and constraints applied to students. This was made possible through the online e-learning 
platform Moodle, as adopted by the University of Trieste 39 . All professionals were 
randomly assigned an identification code which was also used as the user ID for accessing 
Moodle to ensure anonymity. A Moodle course was set up comprising six on-line sessions 
which were made available to participants for 20 days, 24 hours a day, so that they could 
perform the task at the time which best suited them.  
Each session consisted of three steps. First, participants were asked to perform the 
translation task. The ST was made accessible only once, through a specific hyperlink 
activating a quiz session with a two-hour time limit. Figure 2.1 below provides a screenshot 
of a quiz session where a countdown timer is visible in the upper-left corner of the window. 
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Figure 2.1. Screenshot of a quiz session on Moodle 
Participants were instructed to type their translation in the editing box indicated by the 
red arrow in Figure 2.1. They could save their work while translating and finally submit 
their final version through ad hoc buttons at the bottom of the window. In case the timer 
had run out, the text that had been typed in the editing box up to that moment was 
submitted automatically. Only after completion of the translation phase, were professionals 
required to download the questionnaire, which was available as both an MS Word 
document with editable fields and as a PDF file for those who could not use MS Word. 
Finally, the compiled questionnaires were to be uploaded through the relevant link in the 
main page of the Moodle course. 
A warm-up session was preliminarily carried out by all participants using Moodle. The 
aim was to make them familiar with the interface and procedure and check whether they 
could easily and correctly follow the instructions to complete both phases of the task. 
Since Moodle keeps track of participants’ starting and submission time, as well as the 
time spent on the task, the professionals’ delivery time could also be easily recorded. 
 
2.3.3 Data analysis: variables and tools 
The performance of the six translation tasks allowed for the collection of 239 TTs and 
questionnaires, providing a considerable amount of both product- and process-related data. 
Given the primarily product-oriented approach adopted, the selection of the variables to be 
analysed focused mainly on textual features, with process-related data providing 
complementary evidence to be integrated into the product analysis.  
2.3.3.1 Variables under investigation 
As illustrated in Figure 2.2 below, the analysis of the translation products and tasks 
adopts an eminently descriptive approach in combination with the qualitative assessment of 
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translations, making it possible to map the possible patterns identified within each group of 
participants onto a certain level of translation quality. 
 
 
Figure 2.2. Variables under investigation 
The complementary analysis of the translation process (see Chapter V) draws on the 
data provided by participants’ responses to the questionnaires and their delivery time. 
Process-related data aim to shed light on the participants’ perception of the task at hand 
and the process they followed (see 2.3.2.2) in the attempt to correlate the identified 
procedural patterns with textual patterns and/or specific levels of quality and/or 
competence. 
The descriptive analysis of the translation product (see Chapter III) considers the 
following aspects: 
 a quantitative description of the TTs on the basis of each text’s lexicometric 
measures (e.g. type/token ratio, mean word frequency, percentage of hapax; see 
section 3.2.1), lexical density and variation, as well as the number and type of 
expansions and reductions in the TT as compared to the ST and what is referred to 
as ‘length variation’, i.e. the difference between the number of words in the TT and 
ST; 
 readability, which is measured through the readability index “Gulpease” (see section 
3.3); 
 lexis, which is analysed based on the classification of the Italian lexis proposed by 
De Mauro (2003; see section 3.4); 
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 syntax, which is analysed with reference to: the type and number of split and 
merged sentences in the TT as compared to the ST (see section 3.5.1), 
nominalisation (see section 3.5.2), and activisation and passivisation (see section 
3.5.3). 
As anticipated, the translation product is also considered from a qualitative perspective 
(see Chapter IV) involving the assessment of translation acceptability and errors. 
The analysis was conducted both manually and (semi-)automatically through dedicated 
software. An overview of the tools used for the analysis of the different variables is provided 
in the following section. 
2.3.3.2 Data gathering and analysis: methods and tools  
As anticipated, the collection and analysis of data was carried out manually and (semi-) 
automatically. In particular, the data relating to participants’ delivery time were gathered 
both manually and automatically, depending on the actual empirical setting (see 2.3.2.3). In 
on-site sessions, which were performed by trainees in the premises of the university, time 
was tracked manually by the researcher, who took note of the starting time of each session 
and then recorded each file’s last modified time attribute when final translations were 
submitted. Remote sessions, on the other hand, were performed on the on-line platform 
Moodle, which automatically keeps track of the time taken to complete the task, from the 
moment when the session is started to the final submission of the text (see section 2.3.2.3). 
As concerns post-task questionnaires, these were compiled by participants either by 
hand or through the specific tools in MS Word and Adobe Reader in on-site and on-line 
sessions respectively. Hence, data from the participants’ responses were extracted and 
entered manually into an ad hoc MS Excel spreadsheet which was set up to automatically 
count all values in a row, and also return the number and percentage of responses per 
option within each group (see Appendix 13). 
Moving to the translation product, the descriptive analysis of lexical density and 
variation, on the one hand, and lexicometric measures, on the other, involved the use of 
specific software for text processing, i.e. “TreeTagger”40 (Schmid 1995; Schmid 1994) and 
“TaLTaC2”41 (Giuliano and La Rocca 2008; Bolasco 2010; 2013) respectively. TreeTagger 
is a free tool for annotating texts with part-of-speech tags. It has been developed by Helmut 
Schmid at the Institute for Computational Linguistics of the University of Stuttgart in the 
mid-1990s and can be used on different environments (Linux, Windows as well as Mac OS) 
for the part-of-speech tagging (POS-tagging) in a wide variety of different languages (e.g. 
German, English, French, Italian, Dutch, Spanish, Bulgarian, Russian, Portuguese, 
Galician, Chinese, Swahili, Slovak, Latin, Estonian, Polish); it can also be trained for other 
                                                          
40 http://www.cis.uni-muenchen.de/~schmid/tools/TreeTagger/  
41 http://www.taltac.it/  
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languages whose parameters are not available42. A user-friendly interface is also available 
for the Windows version43; it is sufficient for the user to browse and select the relevant file 
in the “Input file” dialogue box, configure the relevant settings and finally browse the 
destination of the “Output file” in the relevant dialogue box. TreeTagger generates a 
tokenised POS-tagged text file in a one-token-per-line format, with all annotations relating 
to a given token on the same line. POS-tagging was indispensable to distinguish between 
lexical content words and function words in the TTs to allow for the calculation of both 
lexical density and variation (see section 3.2.2). 
TaLTaC2, the Italian acronym standing for “Lexical and Textual Automatic Processing 
for Corpus and Content Analysis”, is a licensed tool developed in the late 1990s by Sergio 
Bolasco and other researchers at the University of Rome “La Sapienza”. It is a tool for both 
lexical and content analysis and text mining compatible with TreeTagger. Even though it 
includes a built-in POS-tagger, TaLTaC2 was not used for annotating the corpus to avoid 
significant discrepancies in the contrastive analysis of TTs. The built-in POS-tagger of 
TaLTaC2 can quite successfully recognise most Italian compound nouns, multiword units 
and phrases (e.g. “in vigore dal”, “da parte del”, “in rapporto alla”), which are therefore 
considered as single tokens. With such a tokenisation, data on lexicometric measures would 
not have been consistent with the word-based count applied to the analysis of other 
variables, i.e. the length variation, expansion and reduction ratios, vocabulary and the 
readability index adopted for the analysis. Hence, given that the study’s primary aim is not 
to provide a purely linguistic or content analysis of the TTs per se, but rather to carry out a 
contrastive analysis of multiple translations, comparability and consistency among the 
different variables were here preferred to a more accurate textual analysis, which might be 
however carried out on the same corpus in the near future. 
Hence, after having been POS-tagged by TreeTagger (which adopts the desired word-
unit approach), the annotated texts were processed with TaLTaC2 to obtain their 
lexicometric measures, i.e. the number of word tokens and types, the type/token ratio, the 
percentage of hapax, mean word frequency, Guiraud’s and Herdan’s indexes (see section 
3.2.1). 
Readability and lexis were also analysed automatically via two specific tools developed 
by the Italian company Èulogos, i.e. “AutoGulp” and “Guida all’uso delle parole”. AutoGulp 
has been designed for the automatic calculation of the Gulpease index, a readability index 
which has been specifically developed for the Italian language. Notwithstanding its rather 
essential interface, the tool provides a variety of quantitative and statistical textual 
information on which the index computation is based (see section 3.3). 
 
                                                          
42 For the purpose of this analysis, the Italian parameter file (UTF-8) was used. 
43 http://www.smo.uhi.ac.uk/~oduibhin/oideasra/interfaces/winttinterface.htm  
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Figure 2.3. Screenshot of a text analysis with AutoGulp 
As shown in Figure 2.3 above, the upper half of the window displays the input text file 
in a one-sentence-per-line format, together with the Gulpease index and the number of 
letters and words per sentence. The lower half of the window shows the results of the 
different tallies and computation, i.e., by columns from left to right, the Gulpease index of 
the text analysed, the total number of letters, words and sentences, the average word length 
in letters, the number of words per length (1-3, 4-10 and more than 10 letters words), the 
number of sentences per length (1-7, 8-20 and more than 20 words sentences), and the 
average sentence length in words. 
Guida all’uso delle parole, on the other hand, is a tool that maps a text’s vocabulary on 
the three categories of the so-called “Basic Vocabulary of Italian” (BVI) identified by De 
Mauro (2003), i.e. the set of words which are known to most native speakers who have 
completed at least eight years of basic school education and are thus assumed to make up 
the core lexis of the Italian language (see section 3.4). 
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Figure 2.4. Screenshot of a text analysis by Èulogos, Guida all’uso delle parole 
As shown in Figure 2.4 above, the software highlights each word of the text by using 
different colours according to the specific category of the BVI it falls into, i.e. green for 
“fundamental vocabulary”, blue for “high usage vocabulary”, red for “high availability 
vocabulary” and grey for the words which are not included in the BVI44. The number of 
occurrences and percentages for all categories are then given in a table in the upper-right 
corner of the window.  
As mentioned above with reference to TaLTaC2, also AutoGulp and Guida all’uso delle 
parole perform a word-based tokenisation whereby multi-word units, phrases and compound 
nouns are not considered as individual items, but rather as separate items. Hence, the 
figures provided by the software are not to be considered per se, in a linguistically-oriented 
perspective, but rather as the basis for a comparative study aimed at identifying distinctive 
patterns in the performances of the groups of participants. 
Data concerning the remaining product-related variables, i.e. expansions and 
reductions, syntactic variation, nominalisation, active/passive voice shifts, translation 
acceptability and errors, have been extracted manually and analysed by means of ad hoc 
spreadsheets developed by the researcher. The data were entered manually in the 
spreadsheet and in some cases they were automatically processed through specific formulae 
for tallying values and obtaining measures such as percentages, (weighted) means, modes, 
medians, etc. Examples of such customised spreadsheets are available in Appendix 14 and 
Appendix 22. 
                                                          
44 For a more detailed overview on the BVI and the classification devised by De Mauro, see section 3.4.1. 
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Considering the significant amount of data collected (i.e. 239 questionnaires including 
on the whole nearly 3,600 responses) and the need for a reader-friendly representation of 
the patterns identified, the analysis makes extensive use of tables and charts to summarise 
the trends observed. In particular, the tables in the following chapters simultaneously show 
the groups’ scores and ranking by means of conditional formatting using a colour scale 
from red to green to differentiate high, middle, and low values respectively. Finally, the 
thicker lines in the tables divide the tasks performed in the same academic year and thus by 
the same cohorts of participants, i.e. 2011/2012 for T1 and T2, 2012/2013 for T3 and T4, 
and 2013/2014 for T5. 
 
 The research project: potential of the study 2.4
A product-based definition of TC as the one proposed in this study would seem to have 
a more direct and possibly more fruitful application in translator training than other, 
largely process-oriented definitions that only provide theoretical descriptions of the 
competence(s) necessary to be able to translate and do not operationalise such 
competence(s) nor provide guidelines on how it/they can be developed. Process-oriented 
research has provided abundant evidence that “no single translation process is common to 
all translators” (Shreve et al. 1993, 35) since “each translator’s process is a unique 
combination of cognitive style, translating experience, technical skills and world 
knowledge, which cannot be fit into the static categories we had hoped to find” (Asadi and 
Séguinot 2005, 539; see also Hansen 2013). In the words of Tirkkonen-Condit (2005, 405–
406) 
[t]he days are gone when we believed that there are certain behavioural 
patterns that are necessary to achieve success in translation. […] One of the 
main findings from the research based on think aloud data, and from process 
research at large, is that it is dangerous to make sweeping generalizations about 
translation processes. There is wide individual variation in the processes of 
novices as well as those of skilled professionals.  
This implies at least two other considerations. First, ‘good’ practices alone do not 
necessarily lead to ‘good’ outcomes, in the same way as a good cookbook does not make a 
good cook. Though apparently simplistic, this parallel shows that the mere description of a 
process, however detailed, does not ensure per se a high-quality result since a series of other 
factors are necessarily bound to affect the outcome, just like the quality of the ingredients, 
the type of oven and equipment as well as the manual skills of the chef affect the quality and 
appearance of a dish. Second, different processes may lead to equally valuable outcomes; 
and, as long as they all are equally effective and efficient, there is no objective reason to 
choose one over the other. As regards specifically translation, the same process may 
simultaneously prove efficient and effective for one translator and quite inefficient and/or 
ineffective for another, since individual cognitive factors and skills play a key role in the 
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way individuals organise and process knowledge. Very recently, empirical evidence has 
been found suggesting that “various approaches can lead to a good target text” (Hansen 
2013, 61; original emphasis)45. 
Finally, it should also be noted that skill-based models of TC assume that possessing all 
the relevant sub-competences and skills listed by the model is a necessary and sufficient 
condition to be a competent translator. Yet, both in the academic and professional world, 
translation quality is not assessed on the basis of the competences possessed by the 
translator, but rather through the translation product (cf. Cao 1996, 336), which seems a 
contradiction in terms.  
Hence, a comprehensive definition and model of TC should not overlook the translation 
product since the how necessarily entails a what; and, conversely, the what can only be the 
result of a how. Product- and process-oriented approaches should therefore combine to 
provide a more in-depth analysis and ultimately a more thorough and operational definition 
of TC. This study may thus offer a complementary perspective to process-oriented research 
on TC and provide fertile ground for the development of a combined product- and process-




                                                          
45 Based on her teaching experience, Hansen “assumed that each translator has his/her own individual 
competence pattern (ICP), a combination of individual conditions, which shape both their style of translation 
during the translation process and the translation product itself” (2013, 50; original emphasis). If such 
claim has been substantiated by most empirical process-oriented studies, no product-oriented large-scale 
study has been conducted so far that may support or counter Hansen’s position. Future analysis of the 
within-group data from this study may provide first supporting or conflicting evidence to her assumption 
(see 6.7).  
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Chapter II in a nutshell 
The aim of this research project is to observe whether different levels of translation 
competence (TC) reflect different textual solutions and procedural practices, so as to define 
TC on the basis of the recurring textual and procedural patterns shown by more 
experienced and/or outperforming translators and progressively developed by translation 
trainees. To meet this final objective, an empirical longitudinal investigation was designed 
involving a sample of BA and MA translation trainees and professional translators, all of 
whom performed the same six translation tasks over a three-year period. Two different 
perspectives have been adopted for the study, the first providing a synchronic analysis of the 
performance of translators with different levels of TC, and the other monitoring their 
development from a diachronic point of view. Each translation task involved the translation 
of a non-specialist English source text into the participants’ L1 (i.e. Italian) as well as the 
compilation of a brief post-task questionnaire on the translation process. Unlike, but 
complementarily to, process-oriented research, the investigation primarily focuses on the 
translation product and includes process-related data as possible explanatory evidence of 
translation quality. The analysis adopts a primarily descriptive perspective focusing on both 
process-related data (i.e. translation delivery time and the translators’ responses to the post-
task questionnaires) and product-related features (i.e. lexicometric measures, lexical density 
and variation, length variation, expansion, and reduction ratios, readability, vocabulary, 
syntactic variation, nominalisation and passive/active voice shifts). An assessment of 
translation acceptability and errors has also been included in the study in order to establish 
possible patterns of association between descriptive data and translation quality. The 
results of this investigation might find useful applications in translator training, where they 
may be used as: (a) a set of predictive hypotheses in the development of translation 
competence in trainees, aiming at anticipating and preventing possible unsuccessful 
behaviours; (b) guidelines for translator trainers in setting pragmatic learning goals, aiming 
at speeding up the trainees’ learning process; and (c) evaluation criteria in translation 
quality assessment in the academic (and possibly professional) setting. 
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Writing your name can lead to writing sentences. 
And the next thing you’ll be doing  
is writing paragraphs, and then books.  
And then you’ll be in as much trouble as I am! 







 Introduction to product data 3.1
Product analysis is the main focus of this investigation. Its primary aim is to identify 
possible textual patterns in the TTs produced by translators at approximately the same 
stage in the development of TC, and then map such patterns onto a specific level of TC. To 
do so, several linguistic features have been considered and analysed which were assumed to 
highlight discrepancies in the TTs produced by the different groups of participants. These 
features, which are discussed in this chapter, include: 
 a general quantitative description of the TTs, which is discussed in section 3.2; 
 text readability, which is analysed in section 3.3; 
 lexis, which is investigated in section 3.4; and 
 syntax, which is dealt with in section 3.5. 
 
 Quantitative description of the target texts 3.2
The quantitative lexical analysis of the TTs relies on data concerning the ‘lexicometric 
measures’ obtained through the software TaLTaC2 (see 3.2.1), the analysis of lexical density 
and variation (see 3.2.2), and length variation, expansions and reductions in the TTs as 
compared to the relevant ST (see 3.2.3). 
 
3.2.1 Lexicometric measures 
In the framework of this investigation, a quantitative analysis of the TTs in terms of 
lexical richness was felt appropriate. More specifically, this analysis was assumed to provide 
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a measure of the proportion of different lexical items used in each translation. To perform 
the analysis, two different software tools were used, i.e. TreeTagger for POS-tagging, and 
TaLTaC2, a tool used to obtain the lexicometric measures for the translations in the corpus 
(see 2.3.3.2 for an overview of the software and its functioning).   
The lexicometric measures as calculated by TaLTaC2 include: 
 the number of word tokens;  
 the number of word types;  
 the type/token ratio (TTR); 
 the percentage of hapax; 
 the mean word frequency (MWF); 
 Guiraud’s index; and  
 Herdan’s index. 
As pointed out by Giuliano and La Rocca (2008, 208), not all corpora and texts are 
suitable for statistical quantitative analyses based on the above-mentioned measures and 
indexes. In particular, the statistical analysis of a corpus with a TTR exceeding 20% cannot 
be considered reliable since, “to be suitably analysed by a statistical tool, a corpus must be a 
sufficiently representative ‘sample’ of a language” (Giuliano and La Rocca 2008, 175)46. 
Another crucial parameter is the percentage of hapax, which should not exceed 50% of all 
occurrences (cf. Peretti 2011, 17). As outlined in the respective sections, the TTs analysed 
within this investigation do not meet the above requirements as concerns both the TTR 
and percentage of hapax. Results cannot be therefore deemed to be statistically reliable or 
suitable for a proper linguistic analysis from the perspective of corpus linguistics. 
Nevertheless, lexicometric measures are here used to provide a preliminary description of 
the TTs and, more specifically, a contrastive analysis of data relating to the four groups of 
participants considered. In other words, their values are not to be considered in absolute 
terms, but only for comparative purposes, which explains why the following analysis 
focuses more on the groups’ rankings in relation to each variable rather than the numeric 
scores they obtained. 
3.2.1.1 Word tokens, word types and type/token ratio 
In corpus linguistics, the number of word tokens (or simply ‘tokens’) is the measure of 
the actual size of the corpus, i.e. the total number of running words in a text or corpus, 
regardless of repetitions. The number of word types, on the other hand, considers the 
various occurrences of the same token as a single instance, so as to measure the quantity of 
different tokens included in the corpus. In other words, “the number of occurrences of an 
                                                          
46 My translation. 
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individual type determines the frequency of that word within the corpus” (Bolasco 2013, 
53)47. By way of example, consider the following tongue-twister: 
 
 If two witches would watch two watches, which witch would watch which watch? 
TOKENS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
 If two witches would watch two watches, which witch would watch which watch? 
TYPES 1 2 3 4 5 2 6 7 8 4 5 7 9 
As highlighted above, the tongue-twister includes 13 running words (tokens), of which 
four are repeated twice and thus count as a single type; hence, the final number of different 
types is 9, with 4 types (i.e. ‘two’, ‘would’, ‘watch’, and ‘which’) having a frequency of 2. It is 
also worth noting that the token ‘watch’ actually occurs three times in the above example, 
but counted as two different types and not one. This is because 2 occurrences of the token 
‘watch’ are verbs and one is a noun. In corpus analyses, POS-taggers can be used that are 
generally capable of handling homonymy and consequently differentiate between the 
different grammatical functions of a single token. 
The ratio between the total number of types (V) and tokens (N) in a text is commonly 
referred to as ‘type/token ratio’ (TTR)48 and is considered to be a first (though partial) 
measure of the lexical richness of the corpus. One of the main criticism of this type of 
measure is that it largely depends on corpus size (just like other measures of lexical 
richness, e.g. mean word frequency)49  because in longer texts words tend to be more 
frequently repeated. Therefore, the TTR is only suitable for comparing equally long texts 
(cf. Bolasco 2013, 209), which is actually the case for the present analysis. 
Chart 3.1 below shows the average number of tokens and types in the TTs produced by 
the four groups in the five tasks. The diagrams immediately make clear that (a) there are no 
major discrepancies in the values recorded by the four groups, and (b) both TT length and 
lexical diversity50 tend to vary from one task and ST to the other. This would suggest that 
both measures, i.e. TT length in tokens and the number of types, are not so much related to 
the supposed level of TC of participants, but rather to the length of the relevant STs. 
                                                          
47 My translation. 
48 The TTR is calculated through of the following formula: V/N*100. 
49 Linguists and mathematicians have also tried to develop other measures of lexical richness which are 
text-length independent, e.g. the standardised TTR, Yule’s K or Guiraud’s index (see 3.2.1.4). 
50 As pointed out by Johansson (2008, 62), “[l]exical diversity is often used as an equivalent to lexical 
richness (e.g., by Daller, van Hout & Treffers-Daller 2003). However, Malvern et al. 2004 begin their 
book about lexical diversity with discussing the difference between lexical diversity and lexical richness, 
stating (along the lines of Read 2000) that the lexical diversity measure is only one part of the 
multidimensional feature of lexical richness. Other factors proposed by Read are lexical sophistication, 
number of errors, and lexical density (Read 2000).” In line with Read (2000; cf. Daller, Milton, and 
Treffers-Daller 2007; Šišková 2012), in what follows the term ‘lexical diversity’ will only be used with 
reference to the ratio of types in the TTs and the TTR, while the term ‘lexical richness’ is used as an 
umbrella term including also other measures of lexical richness such as lexical variation. 
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Chart 3.1. Average number of tokens and types per group 
This hypothesis seems to be confirmed by the comparative analysis in each task of ST 
length, the number of tokens, and the number of types. As shown in the fifth and sixth 
columns of Table 3.1 below, there is a mutual correspondence between the two shortest 
STs (ST1 and ST2) and the averagely shortest TTs, on the one hand, and the longest ST 
(ST4) and the averagely longest TT, on the other. In fact, this mutual correspondence 
between ST and TT length (in tokens) applies consistently to all tasks except Task 5 (T5), 
as highlighted in bold in the seventh column of Table 3.1. Similarly, the average number of 
types appears to follow the same pattern, with the sole exception of T4 (see the last column 


















1 352 368.75 220.50 4.76% 1 1 1 
2 358 433.25 222.50 21.02% 2 2 2 
3 383 481.00 276.25 25.59% 5 3 4 
4 403 484.25 265.50 20.16% 3 5 5 
5 374 481.50 267.25 28.74% 4 4 3 
Table 3.1. Patterns of association between ST length and TT length and lexical diversity 
It can also be observed that, with the exception of T1, the average increase in text 
length ranges from 20% to 29%, which does not only confirm that translations tend to be 
longer than their STs (Newmark 1988; Berman 2004, 246; Pápai 2004, 144)53 but also 
                                                          
51 As counted by MS Word. 
52 As calculated following the formula: (𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑇𝑇 − 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇) 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇⁄ . 
53 Following Berman (2004) and Pápai (2004), this might be due to the higher level of explicitation of the 
TTs. This hypothesis will be further tested in section 3.2.3 by exploring the relation between length 
variation, expansions and reductions in the TT as compared to the ST. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 357 433 463 467 466 
Group I1 362 424 507 487 496 
Group I2 373 440 492 504 483 









T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 222 227 281 259 262 
Group I1 216 215 299 270 272 
Group I2 219 224 289 269 270 
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suggests that such relation between ST and TT tends to fall within a specific range, at least 
for the genre, language combination and direction considered.  
Even though the analysis of the number of tokens and types has not revealed any 
particularly significant pattern with reference to the translators’ levels of TC, it should be 
observed that novices’ TTs generally tend to be shorter than those of the other groups and 
yet contain a number of types which does not significantly differ from the mean value of the 
other groups. Professionals, on the other hand, scored higher as concerns the number of 
tokens but comparatively lower, or the same as others, as concerns the average number of 
types. This might lead to think that novices’ TTs display higher lexical diversity and will 
consequently yield a higher TTR as compared to professionals’ translations. 
 
Chart 3.2. Average type/token ratio per task 
Despite the minor quantitative differences in the TTRs of the four groups, data seem to 
support this hypothesis since, in multiple measurements, novices consistently scored higher 
than both intermediates and professionals in all tasks, though with a gradually decreasing 
proportion. Hence, unexpectedly, novices’ translations show a slightly higher level of 
lexical diversity as compared to the TTs produced by more experienced translators. 
However, the quantitative differences between the TTRs of the four groups are not 
sufficiently significant to draw definitive conclusions about the relation between TC and 
lexical richness, for which further evidence from the other lexical measures under 
consideration is needed. 
  
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 62.033 52.455 60.630 55.518 56.172 
Group I1 59.742 50.503 58.911 55.461 55.060 
Group I2 58.726 50.875 58.851 53.529 55.912 
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3.2.1.2 Percentage of hapax 
Hapax (or hapax-legomena) are unique tokens, i.e. running words with a single 
occurrence in a corpus or text. Together with the TTR, the percentage of hapax 
contributes to the measure of lexical richness, as the presence of hapax may (considerably) 
increase lexical diversity. More precisely, a high percentage of hapax is bound to reflect on 
the number of types and tokens, and ultimately strongly affect the TTR. Consequently, the 
groups scoring a higher TTR may be reasonably expected to display a higher percentage of 
hapax. Given that all groups have recorded close values as concerns the TTR, their 
respective average percentages of hapax are expected to be equally close, with novices 
scoring consistently higher than intermediates and professionals.   
 
Chart 3.3. Average percentage of hapax per task 
Indeed, the percentages scored in the five tasks generally fall within an interval of 
approximately 2.0%, as in the case for the TTR (see Chart 3.3). However, data do not 
confirm the expected relation between TTR and hapax since the group with the highest 
TTRs (Group N) only recorded the highest percentage of hapax in T1 and T3, while 
professionals scored highest in the other three tasks. Given that professionals mostly scored 
the second highest TTRs, their high percentages of hapax may suggest that their 
translations rank second after novices in terms of lexical richness. In sum, despite the minor 
quantitative differences between the four groups, the joint analysis of the TTR and 
percentage of hapax seem to suggest that the TTs by novices and professionals show a 
higher lexical richness as compared to intermediates. 
3.2.1.3 Mean word frequency 
Mean word frequency (MWF) is the ratio between the number of tokens and the 
number of types (N/V). It provides further evidence on lexical richness as it indicates the 
average number of times each token occurs in the corpus. Hence, the lower the MWF, the 
greater the average lexical richness of the TTs of a group. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 76.177 70.957 75.872 74.451 73.086 
Group I1 74.256 69.839 75.155 75.236 71.847 
Group I2 72.991 70.926 74.554 74.452 72.305 













Percentage of hapax 
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Chart 3.4. Mean word frequency per task 
In line with what was observed in relation to the TTR and percentage of hapax, the 
differences between the scores of the four groups are small and insufficient to draw any 
conclusion from a mere quantitative perspective (see Chart 3.4). Yet, since data on MWF 
show that novices consistently scored lower than the other groups in all tasks, this analysis 
confirms that Group N displays the highest lexical richness. Similarly, professionals mostly 
recorded the second lowest MWF (except for T1 and T4), which further supports the 
hypothesis of a higher lexical richness in the translations produced by novices and 
professionals. 
3.2.1.4 Guiraud’s and Herdan’s indexes 
The two final measures of lexical richness provided by TaLTaC2 are Guiraud’s and 
Herdan’s indexes, which have been developed by the two scientists they have been named 
after. As already mentioned, the measures of lexical richness examined so far largely depend 
on text length. Hence, researchers have tried to reduce the impact of text length on these 
measures and “use[d] various mathematical transformations to compensate for the falling 
TTR curve” (Šišková 2012, 29). Guiraud, for instance used the square root of the TTR, 
while Herdan proposed the use the ratio between the logarithm of V and the logarithm of 
N54. However, Guiraud’s and Herdan’s indexes provided conflicting evidence and did not 
highlight either considerable quantitative variation in the values of the four groups or the 
same rankings in the various tasks. 
  
                                                          
54 For an in-depth description of the formulae, cf. Guiraud (1959), Herdan (1960), Herdan (1966), Kardos 
(2007), Panas (2007), Giuliano and La Rocca (2008), Panas (2012).  
 
 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 1.614 1.910 1.650 1.803 1.781 
Group I1 1.676 1.981 1.699 1.806 1.819 
Group I2 1.704 1.968 1.700 1.870 1.789 
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3.2.2 Lexical density and variation 
Lexical density (LD) and lexical variation (LV) are two further measures of lexical 
richness, though substantially different from those discussed in the previous sections. As 
pointed out by Castello (2008, 42), the TTR – just like the other lexicometric measures 
above – “does not discriminate between grammatical/function words and lexical items, and 
therefore all word-forms contribute to lexical diversity in the same way.” LD and LV, on 
the other hand, take into account the proportion of lexical/content vs. 
grammatical/function words within a given text. For the purpose of this study, the term 
‘content words’ is used with reference to nouns, adjectives, verbs and adverbs, while 
articles, conjunctions, pronouns, and prepositions are considered ‘function words’. Indeed, 
other possible classifications are possible and often distinguish between lexical and 
functional verbs and adverbs (cf. Castello 2008, 55–58). However, as pointed out by 
Halliday (1997, 34), “[t]his distinction, between content words and function words, is a 
cline, or continuous scale, with no very clear boundary separating the two; but people have 
strong intuitions about it, and provided we draw the line consistently when we are 
comparing different texts it doesn’t matter exactly where we draw it.” Hence, given the 
considerable amount of variables and data to be analysed and the need for an efficient and 
effective automatic approach to the analysis, the distinction between lexical and functional 
verbs and adverbs has not been adopted in the present analysis. Both LD and LV were 
calculated semi-automatically by pasting the tagged vocabulary obtained through TaLTaC2 
into a MS Excel spreadsheet, in order to display each grammatical category in a different 
column and automatically obtain the number of types and tokens for each.  
LD is commonly defined as the proportion of content words to the total number of 
tokens. Despite other methods having been developed 55 , for the purposes of this 






Based on this calculation, “a low lexical density indicates high levels of redundancy and 
thus predictability in a text (Stubbs 1996:73), perhaps making it easier to process than a 
lexically more dense text” (Kenny 2009, 60). LV, on the other hand, measures the repetition 
of the same content words within a given text, thus providing further insights into the level 
of redundancy. More precisely, LV is the ratio between the tokens and types of content 
words in a text and was calculated as follows: 
                                                          
55 Most prominently, Halliday’s method. For an overview see Castello (2004; 2008), Johansson (2008). 
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𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑 𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑 𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑒𝑠 
∗ 100 
High LD and LV thus suggest a high level of redundancy and repetition – i.e. the use of 
a more restricted vocabulary – and, ultimately, a low level of textual density and richness. 
Conversely, low levels of LD and LV suggest a dense text with a high information load, 
which affects text processing and requires greater effort on the reader’s part to unpack 
information. Lower levels of LD have been identified as a peculiar feature of translated as 
opposed to non-translated texts by Laviosa, whose “results show that translated texts have 
a relatively lower percentage of content words versus grammatical words (i.e. their lexical 
density is lower), which may suggest that the information load is lower” (2002, 62). Also, it 
has been suggested that, together with reduced lexical diversity and greater use of high-
frequency items, lower LD leads to text simplification, i.e. one of the potential “T-
universals”56 suggested by research on translation universals (cf. Chesterman 2004, 40). 
Nevertheless, a part from being studied as a potential universal feature of translation, to the 
best of my knowledge no studies have tried to correlate the level of lexical density and 
variation to specific levels of TC57.  
3.2.2.1 Lexical density: results of the analysis 
The comparative analysis of LD in the TTs produced by the four groups does not seem 
to suggest possible associations with the supposed level of TC of the participants. 
Quantitatively speaking, mean values range from 54.34 (Group N in T2) to 62.19 (Group P 
in T3), which is in line with Ure’s conclusion that written texts generally have a lexical 
density of 40% or higher (cf. Chart 3.5).  
                                                          
56 Chesterman (2004) distinguishes between “S-universals” and “T-universals”. The former concern the 
differences between TT and ST while the latter refer to the peculiarities of translations as compared to 
texts that have been originally written in the TL. 
57 In her corpus-based study on the quality of specialised translation, Scarpa (2006, 166) observed a 
relation between translation quality and lexical variation whereby higher-graded translations were more 
lexically varied than lower-graded translations. By contrast, the comparative analysis of the data 
concerning lexical variation and translation acceptability (4.2.6.2) in this study appears not to lead to the 
same conclusions (see section 6.4).  
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Chart 3.5. Mean lexical density per group 
As concerns the relation between LD and TC, within-task values do not show 
significant discrepancies between the four groups which could be associated with their 
supposed level of TC (Chart 3.5). Similarly, between-task rankings tend to vary 
considerably, particularly as far as trainees are concerned. The only minor trend emerging 
from these data relates to professionals, who scored highest in three out of five tasks. All in 
all, however, the great variation in the data does not allow for the identification of any 
recurring pattern that might correlate LD with TC. 
3.2.2.2 Lexical variation: results of the analysis 
Unlike LD, LV seems to be related to the participants’ supposed level of TC. As 
illustrated in Chart 3.6, novices display the highest LV in all tasks with the sole exception 
of T4, where they scored the second highest value. Professionals rank second in the first 
two tasks and third in last three. Finally, intermediates appear to show more varied 
patterns, with I1 ranking fourth, second and first, and I2 ranking fourth, third and second 
depending on the tasks. 
 
Chart 3.6. Mean lexical variation per group 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 59.46 54.34 61.81 58.57 61.19 
Group I1 60.06 54.65 61.35 59.23 61.06 
Group I2 58.50 55.20 62.00 58.27 60.41 










T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 79.49 71.48 75.50 73.26 72.76 
Group I1 75.22 68.61 74.30 73.27 70.10 
Group I2 75.40 68.97 72.90 72.11 72.55 
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Nevertheless, it should be noted that intermediates’ values show considerable 
consistency with the different cohorts involved in each task: 
 Cohort Ia ranked lowest in all the tasks performed, i.e. T1 and T2 (Group I1) and 
T3 and T4 (Group I2);  
 Cohort Ib scored the (second) highest values in all tasks performed, i.e. T3 and T4 
(Group I1) and T5 (Group I2); and 
 Cohort Ic ranked third in both tasks performed, i.e. T1 and T2 (Group I2). 
Hence, the analysis of LV suggests that (a) novices’ generally display a higher level of 
lexical variation as compared to the other groups, followed by professionals, and (b) LV, 
and ultimately lexical richness, proved to be group-specific as all cohorts (including the 
cohorts of novices and professionals) tend to rank in the same order irrespective of the 
different STs. In sum, based on the joint analysis of TTR, the percentage of hapax, MWF 
and LV, it could be concluded that the least experienced participants display the highest 
lexical richness, i.e. they use a richer and more varied vocabulary as compared to 
professionals and intermediates (see 3.6 for a more thorough comparison of these variables). 
 
3.2.3 Length variation, expansion and reduction ratios 
Before introducing the analysis of data concerning length variation, expansions and 
reductions in the TTs under investigation, some preliminary theoretical remarks are 
necessary to define the scope and aim of these variables and introduce the relevant 
terminology. 
The term ‘length variation ratio’ (LVR) is here referred to the difference in length 
between ST and TT and is calculated through the following formula: 
𝐿𝑉𝑅 =
(𝑁𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑇𝑇 − 𝑁𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇)
𝑁𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇
∗ 100 
This ratio shows whether the translation process resulted in a longer or shorter TT as 
compared to the ST. More importantly, when triangulated with the expansion and 
reduction ratios, the LVR shows whether a relation exists between text length and 
expansion/explicitation on the one hand, and omission/implicitation on the other (see 
3.2.3.4). Longer TTs have been found to be one of the “special qualities translated texts 
display in comparison with non-translated texts as forms of a higher level of explicitness 
[together with] higher redundancy, stronger cohesive and logical ties, better readability, 
marked punctuation and improved topic and theme relation” (Pápai 2004, 144). Indeed, it 
seems plausible that, if “[r]ationalizing and clarifying require expansion” (Berman 2004, 
209), longer TTs are supposed to reflect a tendency towards explicitation. This hypothesis 
will be tested in section 3.2.3.4 based on the combined analysis of length variation, 
expansions and reductions to see whether any relation exists between the three variables. 
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As concerns the ‘expansion ratio’ and ‘reduction ratio’ (henceforth ER and RR, 
respectively), the two terms refer to both the number and type of additions and 
explicitations, on the one side, and omissions and implicitations in the TT, on the other. 
The terms ‘explicitation/implicitation’ and ‘omission/addition’ are indeed closely related. 
‘Explicitation’ and ‘implicitation’ were first defined by Vinay and Darbelnet in 1958:  
 explicitation is the “stylistic translation technique which consists of making explicit 
in the target language what remains implicit in the source language because it is 
apparent from either the context or the situation” ([1958]1995, 342); 
 implicitation, on the other hand, refers to the “stylistic translation technique which 
consists of making what is explicit in the source language implicit in the target 
language, relying on the context or the situation for conveying the meaning” 
([1958]1995, 344).  
Since then, many other definitions have followed without significantly altering the core 
meaning of the two concepts (e.g. Shuttleworth and Cowie 1997, 55; Englund Dimitrova 
2003, 21; Hatim and Munday 2004, 347; Klaudy 2009a, 104; Palumbo 2009, 47; Becher 
2011, 19). Nevertheless, some terminological issues have gradually emerged concerning the 
scope of the term ‘explicitation’ vs. ‘addition’ on the one hand, and ‘implicitation’ vs. 
‘omission’ on the other. When they have not been employed as synonyms of ‘explicitation’ 
and ‘implicitation’ respectively (Klaudy 2012, 40), the terms ‘addition’ and ‘omission’ have 
often been considered as superordinate concepts, with explicitation and implicitation 
deemed as their respective sub-categories58. Nida (1964, 227), for instance, considers “the 
amplification from implicit to explicit status” as one “of the many types of additions which 
may legitimately be incorporated into a translation”. Similarly, Séguinot (1988, 108) 
suggests that “[t]he term ‘explicitation’ should be […] reserved in translation studies for 
additions in a translated text which cannot be explained by structural, stylistic, or 
rhetorical differences between the two languages”. On the other hand, omission is plainly 
defined as “the elimination or implicitation of part of the text” (Bastin 2009, 4, emphasis 
added) or indirectly described as including implicitation, e.g. “[i]ntentional omissions are 
mainly carried out to avoid repetitions, e.g. by using pronouns for nouns” (Bajaj 2009, 
emphasis added). More recently, growing attention has been paid to “two central 
distinctions which have often been ignored in explicitation and implicitation research, 
namely the distinction between explicitation and addition and the distinction between 
implicitation and omission” (Krüger 2013, 288). The distinction between the two pairs is 
now generally associated with information retrievability; more precisely: 
we speak of implicitation or omission depending on whether the information 
that marks the locus of the translation shift in the ST surface structure can or 
                                                          
58 Additions and omissions have also been defined and considered as translation errors  (cf. Delisle, Lee-
Jahnke, and Cormier 1999, 115, 165) 
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cannot be retrieved from the TT context respectively, and similarly, we speak of 
explicitation or addition depending on whether the information that marks the 
locus of the translation shift in the TT surface structure can or cannot be 
retrieved from the ST context respectively. (Kamenická 2007, 51) 
Following from this, for the purposes of this study, ‘explicitation’, ‘addition’, 
‘implicitation’, and ‘omission’ are used in the restricted meaning outlined above, while 
‘expansion’ and ‘reduction’ are used as cover terms to refer to additions and explicitations, 
on the one hand and, omissions and implicitations, on the other59.  
Practically speaking, expansions and reductions have been identified manually and 
eventually quantified on the basis of the number of words added or omitted. Such an 
approach results from the need to consider not only the number of interventions, but also 
their impact on the TT, since some of these interventions consist of single words, whereas 
others includes whole phrases, as exemplified below: 
 
ST1: … and has provoked reactions of both horror and amusement. 
TT1: … provocando reazioni contrastanti [contrasting] di orrore o di risa. 
TT2: … e ha provocato reazioni diverse [different] di disapprovazione e divertimento. 
 
ST2: … new research from the BRASS Research Centre 
TT1: … una nuova ricerca del BRASS Research Centre di Cardiff [in Cardiff] 
TT2: … ma i ricercatori del Centro di Ricerca del BRASS (Centre for Business 
Relationships, Accountability, Sustainability and Society) 
 
The percentages of expansions and reductions in the TT are here referred to as 
expansion (ER) and reduction ratio (RR) respectively and express the ratio between the 
total number of words added or omitted in the relevant TT and the total number of words 
in the ST (e.g. 1/9 = 11% in the first example). These ratios are meant to reflect the 
tendency towards expansion and reduction in the TT as compared to the ST.  
The analysis of expansions and reductions also adopts a qualitative approach whereby 
different types of expansions and reductions are identified in order to detect possible trends 
in the nature of the interventions made by the translators within each group. For the sole 
purpose of this study and without any claim to completeness, expansions and reductions 
have been classified according to the textual aspect they mainly affect, i.e. sense, readability 
                                                          
59 In contrast with the terminological choices made in this dissertation, in Terminologie de la traduction the 
term ‘expansion’ has been defined as “[a]n increase in the amount of text that is used in the target 
language to express the same semantic content as compared to the parallel segment in the source text” 
(Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, and Cormier 1999, 138), which would exclude additions. For more details on the 
terms and concepts of “expansion” and “reduction”, see also Gibová (2012, 50–58). 
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or emphasis. The category ‘sense’ is evidently content-oriented and includes all 
interventions affecting meaning, i.e. the expansion/reduction of information, culture-bound 
terms or logical ties, as exemplified below. 
 
Addition ST2: A review of this legislation […] is scheduled no later than the end of 2012. 
TT: Tuttavia [However] entro la fine del 2012 è prevista… 
Explicitation ST1: Oxbridge 
TT: le università di Oxford e Cambridge [the universities of Oxford and Cambridge]… 
Omission ST1: you do not quite meet the standard of the universities I will be considering 
TT: la vostra università non eguagli la qualità degli altri istituti [your university 
does not meet the standards of the other institutions]. 
Implicitation ST2: The question is not whether it is feasible to get car emissions down to 80g/km by 
2020… 
TT: La domanda non è se sia fattibile ottenere questi risultati [to achieve such results] 
 
The category ‘readability’ includes all the expansions and reductions affecting mainly 
style, readability and/or idiomaticity, e.g. the explicitation/implicitation of abbreviations 
and proper nouns, the introduction/omission of idiomatic expressions and collocations, the 
expansion/reduction of repetitions or anaphoric and cataphoric references. Some examples 
are provided below. 
 
Addition ST1: wear an uncomfortable wig and cloak... 
TT: una parrucca scomoda o il classico [the traditional] mantello… 
Explicitation ST1: Why I sent Oxford a rejection letter 
TT: Perché ho detto No a Oxford [Why I said ‘No’ to Oxford]… 
Omission ST1: people often seem to believe that individuals should compromise their beliefs 
TT: la gente è disposta a sacrificare le proprie convinzioni. 
Implicitation ST1: For me, such questions paint a picture of a very cynical society. 
TT: A mio avviso queste domande dipingono una società estremamente cinica. 
Finally, ‘emphasis’, which might also be considered as content-related, is here kept as a 
separate category since the over- or underemphasised features identified in the TTs do not 
radically alter the meaning of the ST, but only give greater or lesser prominence to some 
specific information, as shown in the following examples. 
 
Addition ST2: is high on government to-do lists. 
TT: è molto [very] in alto nella lista… 
Explicitation ST2: EU emissions-reduction targets lack ambition. 
TT: i limiti stabiliti dall’UE per la riduzione delle emissioni sono tutt’altro che [all 
but] ambiziosi 
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Omission ST1: I very much regret to inform you... 
TT: sono spiacente di dovervi informare… [I regret to inform you] 
Implicitation ST2: how car makers should reach the target... 
TT: come le case automobilistiche potranno [could] raggiungere tali risultati… 
 
As can be inferred from the examples above, the qualitative classification of expansions 
and reductions does not entail any evaluation in terms of acceptability, but is only meant to 
identify possible trends in the type and/or aim of the translators’ choices. To this end, the 
expansions and reductions identified in each TT have been classified according to the 
abovementioned categories regardless the number of words they include. The word-based 
approach needed to quantify expansions and reductions has here been abandoned since the 
qualitative analysis is focused on the number of interventions per category rather than their 
length, in order to gain some insights into the translators’ orientation towards the three 
textual aspects considered. 
3.2.3.1 Length variation ratio: quantitative analysis 
As previously mentioned, it has been observed that translations tend to be longer than 
their STs (Berman 2004; Pápai 2004) and that this feature might be in direct proportion to 
translation quality (Nida 1964, 163) 60 . Consequently, novices are expected to produce 
shorter TTs as compared to both intermediates and professionals, and the groups’ mean 
length variation ratios (LVRs) are expected to rank according to the participants’ assumed 
level of TC. However, the present analysis appears to support only the first statement. As 
shown in Chart 3.7 below, all groups display positive mean LVRs in all tasks, except for 
novices in T1, which means that most (when not all) the TTs produced by the participants 
are longer than their respective ST. More precisely, apart from T1, which seems to be an 
exception to the general trend, translations generally increase by 15% up to 25% as 
compared to their STs. 
                                                          
60 It should be noted, however, that two corpus-based studies on specialised translation have found 
patterns of association between different levels of translation quality, text length and other linguistic and 
stylistic features. More precisely, Scarpa (2006, 165) observed that “English-to-Italian specialist-
translation quality is associated with a combination of a below-average increase in the overall length of 
the TT (14.9%), an above-average reduction in the number of ST sentences (13%) and an above-average 
increase in sentence length (32.1%).”  A similar pattern has also been identified by Musacchio (2006, 190) 
with reference to the quality of published Italian specialised translations, where she noted that 
explicitation “does not increase the length of the translation, as is usually the case, but cuts were observed 
in the qualitative corpus analysis, as a result of which the translations can still be longer than the 
originals, although the target texts are not longer overall.” 
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Chart 3.7. Mean length variation ratio per group 
Data do not show clear patterns of association between the participants’ supposed level 
of TC and the increase in length of their TTs. Even though the four groups rank from least 
to most experienced participants in T1 (i.e. N > I1 > I2 > P), for the remaining four tasks 
their mean LVRs appear to rank randomly. Nevertheless, some regular patterns can be 
observed. First, intermediates mostly recorded the (second) highest mean LVR in all tasks 
and particularly in T3, T4 and T5, where their values are considerably higher as compared 
to novices’ and professionals’. Conversely, both Groups N and P tend to score lowest (with 
the sole exception of Group P in T1), which means that their translations are consistently 
shorter than intermediates’. This would suggest that longer translations do not always 
entail a (supposed) higher level of competence or quality. However, since competence does 
not necessarily imply quality (cf. Jääskeläinen 2010), the relation between text length and 
quality can only be supported or questioned on the basis of a qualitative analysis of the 
TTs, which will be provided in Chapter VI.  
3.2.3.2 Expansion ratio: quantitative and qualitative analysis 
According to the Explicitation Hypothesis formulated by Blum-Kulka (1986, 20), “it 
might be the case that explicitation is a universal strategy inherent in the process of 
language mediation, as practiced by language learners, non-professional translators and 
professional translators alike”. However, more recent research has investigated and 
suggested the existence of a possible relation between the frequency of explicitation and 
translation competence (Englund Dimitrova 2005b; Yalsharzeh and Khanbeigi 2013). 
Evidence is nevertheless contradictory, with explicitation being described as a distinctive 
feature of either less experienced translators (Levý 1965) or professional translators (Blum-
Kulka 1986), or both professionals and learners (Englund Dimitrova 2005c). From a 
quantitative perspective, the analysis of the mean ERs of the four groups seems to suggest 
the existence of a regular pattern since mean ERs appear to increase consistently with the 
assumed TC of participants, except for Group P (see Chart 3.8). More specifically, the three 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N -0.57% 17.53% 17.59% 13.76% 22.69% 
Group I1 0.95% 17.36% 28.72% 19.18% 29.56% 
Group I2 4.18% 19.27% 24.88% 23.06% 26.86% 










Mean length variation ratio 
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groups of translation trainees tend to rank from the least to the most experienced (i.e. N < 
I1 < I2), with the minor exception of first-year intermediates in T3, who scored highest. 
This would suggest that training and experience lead to increased explicitness and, 
possibly, the adoption of a more reader-oriented approach to translation.  
 
Chart 3.8. Mean expansion ratio per group 
However, it could be argued that the word-based approach used for this analysis does 
not necessarily reflect the level of explicitness of the TT, since expansions may consist of 
single words, but also of longer phrases, without this affecting their actual level of 
explicitness. For this reason, supplementary evidence is provided through the analysis of 
expansions which considers the average number of different expansions per category (i.e. 
sense, emphasis, and readability), irrespective of their length. 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 14.62 15.71 19.50 23.44 
T2 14.31 15.43 19.00 13.67 
T3 15.77 20.60 21.00 13.33 
T4 15.15 17.10 20.43 14.00 
T5 13.85 20.25 24.33 20.00 
Table 3.2. Average number of different expansions per group 
This type of analysis (see Table 3.2) fully confirms the trends observed in Chart 3.8 and 
supports the hypothesis of a growing tendency towards explicitness due to training. 
Professionals, on the other hand, again display inconsistent patterns, which might be 
attributed to a customised approach towards the tasks whereby expansions are introduced 
only when actually needed, rather than on the basis of a uniform approach to translation.   
From an eminently qualitative perspective, expansions mainly fall within the category 
of ‘sense’ (see diagrams in Appendix 23). Except T1, where most of the observed expansions 
appear to be motivated by readability concerns, the analysis of the five tasks suggests that 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 8.17% 7.63% 8.03% 7.52% 7.14% 
Group I1 9.09% 8.06% 14.31% 8.23% 11.39% 
Group I2 11.82% 10.61% 9.85% 10.16% 12.80% 










Mean expansion ratio 
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most expansions are meant to make the text more explicit (by adding new meaning, or 
making logical ties linguistically manifest), irrespective of the translators’ level of TC. The 
exception of T1 might be due to the different register and style of ST1 as compared to 
other STs, which probably led most participants to focus on idiomaticity in the attempt to 
reproduce the idiomatic narrative style of the ST. It should also be noted that in T2 
readability is not the second but the third motivation for expansions for all groups except 
I2. This, once again, is probably to be ascribed to the nature of ST2, the most ‘technical’ of 
all STs and one that leaves the translator little room for improving overall readability. 
Finally, emphasis seems the least frequent motivation for expansion, with the exception of 
Groups N and I1 in T2. This is most probably due to the fact that a high percentage of 
emphasis-related expansions is seen to affect the factual truth of the text. To sum up, 
despite some minor exceptions, in all tasks the three categories of expansions tend to rank 
in the same order with reference to all groups, irrespective of their level of TC. This 
appears to suggest that the type of expansions is not so much related to the translators’ 
assumed level of TC as to the specific function and style of the ST.  
3.2.3.3 Reduction ratio: quantitative and qualitative analysis 
Implicitation has largely been overlooked in the literature, and it is often only defined 
as the mere counterpart of explicitation (Klaudy and Károly 2005, 13). One of the scholars 
devoting greater attention to the role of implicitation is Klaudy, who first suggested the 
existence of an asymmetric relation between explicitation and implicitation in bidirectional 
translation analysis (Klaudy 2009b). She observed that “translators, when they have a 
choice, prefer operations involving explicitation […] and often fail to perform operations 
involving implicitation” (Klaudy 2012, 33). The quantitative analysis of reductions, 
illustrated in Chart 3.9 below, confirms this hypothesis: when considering the mean values 
of each group, ERs are consistently higher than RRs (see also Chart 3.8 above). 
 
Chart 3.9. Mean reduction ratio per group 
 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 8.11% 6.12% 4.24% 4.17% 3.83% 
Group I1 6.62% 7.74% 2.87% 3.26% 3.32% 
Group I2 6.70% 6.42% 3.99% 2.84% 4.25% 
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From a mere quantitative perspective, the analysis of reductions does not show 
consistent patterns of association with the supposed level of TC. The four groups ranked 
differently in the five tasks under scrutiny, with the same group scoring highest or middle 
depending on the task (e.g. Group N in T1, T2, and T3 or Group I2 in T3, T4, and T5). 
The only recurring trend seems to concern professionals, who ranked lowest in all tasks 
except T1. Given that this exception to the pattern is probably due to the peculiarities of 
ST1 as compared to the other STs (see sections 2.3.2.1 and 3.2.3.2 above), the lowest RRs 
scored by professionals would suggest that more experienced and (supposedly) competent 
translators tend to avoid reductions and more carefully convey the ST (nuances of) 
meaning. 
This appears to be further and more strongly confirmed by type-based quantitative data 
obtained through the qualitative analysis of reductions (see section 3.2.3.2 above), which 
show that reductions mostly tend to decrease with TC.  As shown in Table 3.3 below, the 
highest values are always scored by the least experienced participants within the sample 
(Groups N and I1), while more experienced trainees and professionals mostly display the 
(second) lowest values. 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 14.00 15.57 14.60 14.33 
T2 12.08 15.43 12.00 9.78 
T3 9.54 7.00 8.00 5.67 
T4 8.69 8.30 7.29 5.25 
T5 9.38 6.67 8.89 5.22 
Table 3.3. Average number of different reductions per group 
It can therefore be concluded that higher competence implies higher completeness of 
the TT. This hypothesis will be further tested in Chapter VI by comparing the average 
number of different reductions per group to the average number of completeness errors 
made by each group, so as to determine whether and to what extent reductions result in 
translation errors. 
The qualitative analysis of reductions provides further evidence of such tendency in less 
experienced translator to display higher levels of reductions, with particular reference to 
sense. As shown in Appendix 24, the three groups of trainees always scored a higher 
number of reductions affecting sense as compared to professionals, who consistently scored 
lowest, with the exception of T1. This would confirm that professionals adopt a less liberal 
approach towards reductions affecting sense and tend to avoid omissions or implicitations 
when these might affect the readers’ comprehension or the accuracy or completeness of 
their translations. The other two categories of reductions, i.e. readability and emphasis, do 
not show similar patterns of association with the supposed level of TC of the groups. As 
concerns the most affected category per task, it should be noted that all groups tend to 
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score highest in the same category in almost all tasks, with only minor exceptions (i.e. 
Group I2 in T3 and Group P in T4). Hence, in line with the analysis of expansions (see 
3.2.3.2), the type of reductions scoring the highest values in each task appears to be related 
not so much to the translators’ assumed level of TC as to the specific peculiarities of the ST. 
3.2.3.4 Concluding remarks from the combined analysis of length variation, expansions and 
reductions 
The comparative analysis of the ratios considered in the above sections (i.e. LVR, ER, 
and RR) can provide interesting insights into the relation between the length and level of 
explicitness of a TT. On the grounds of the observations by Pápai (2004, 144) and Berman 
(2004, 209), a higher level of explicitation is supposed to imply longer phrases and 
ultimately result in a longer TT. In the attempt to provide further evidence on this matter, 
the LVR and ER are here contrasted and compared to show whether a direct proportion 
exists between the two ratios. In addition, a further measure of explicitness is here 
suggested which also considers the impact of reductions on the overall level of explicitness 
of a text. As previously mentioned, most studies on explicitation have largely overlooked 
the role of implicitation, suggesting that translations tend to be more explicit than the ST 
simply because they tend to be longer and/or contain expansions. Though probably less 
common in translations, implicitation does play a key role in determining the level of 
explicitness of a given TT: if some information may be added or made explicit, other 
information can be omitted or made implicit. Moving from this consideration, this study 
considers the difference between the ER and the RR – here referred to as ‘explicitness 
index’ (EI) – as a measure of the actual explicitness of the TT. 
 
 Length variation ratio Expansion ratio Explicitness index 
T1 N < I1 < I2 < P N < I1 < I2 < P N < I1 < I2 < P 
T2 I1 < N < P < I2 N < I1 < P < I2 I1 < N < P < I2 
T3 P < N < I2 < I1 P < N < I2 < I1 N < P < I2 < I1 
T4 N < P < I1 < I2 P < N < I1 < I2 N < I1 < P < I2 
T5 N < P < I2 < I1 N < P < I1 < I2 N < I1 < I2 < P 
Table 3.4. Comparative analysis of mean LVR, ER, and EI 
The contrastive analysis of the groups’ rankings in the five tasks (see Table 3.4) shows that 
both the ER and EI tend to be in direct proportion to LVR, with the four groups ranking 
mainly in the same order, though with the minor exceptions highlighted in grey in the 
table. Therefore, the supposed relation between text length and explicitness seems to be 
confirmed as the longest translated texts mostly correspond to the most explicit texts; also, 
the considerable degree of overlap between the rankings of ERs and EIs would suggest that 
reductions play a role in the overall level of explicitness of translations, even though they 
are largely outnumbered by expansions. 
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 Text readability 3.3
For the purposes of this study, text readability has been measured through a readability 
index developed for the Italian language by the Gruppo Universitario Linguistico e 
Pedagogico (GULP) of the University of Rome “La Sapienza” in the mid-1980s, i.e. the 
Gulpease index (Lucisano and Piemontese 1988). This index considers two different 
variables, i.e. word length (in letters)61 and the number of sentences in a text, and measures 
text readability based on the following formula: 
𝐺𝑢𝑙𝑝𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒 = 89 +  
(300 ∗  𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠) – (10 ∗   𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠 )
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠
 
Scores can range from 0, indicating the lowest readability, to 100, which is the highest 
level of readability. The Gulpease scores are also related to schooling, expressed on the 
basis of the Italian school education levels: 
a. texts with a Gulpease score lower than 80 would be considered difficult in “scuola 
elementare” (primary school); 
b. texts with a Gulpease score lower than 60 would be considered difficult in “scuola 
media” (lower secondary school); and  
c. texts with a Gulpease score lower than 40 would be considered difficult in “scuola 
superiore” (upper secondary school). 
The Gulpease index was here calculated automatically through the software AutoGulp 
(see 2.3.3.2), which also provided data on the average word and sentence length in each 
translation. The analysis of the average Gulpease index of each group, as reported in Table 
3.5, shows that all TTs are on average ‘difficult’ to read, as their Gulpease index ranges 
from 45.71 to 53.17.  
 
Gulpease Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 49.86 51.10 50.22 50.79 
T2 48.06 49.03 48.28 48.59 
T3 52.02 50.38 53.17 52.79 
T4 47.52 46.86 47.22 47.87 
T5 46.15 46.33 45.40 45.71 
Table 3.5. Gulpease indexes of the four groups per task 
                                                          
61 Unlike other readability indexes, e.g. the Flesch or Gunning Fog for English and the Flesch-Vacca for 
Italian, the Gulpease index measures “the length of a word in characters rather than in syllables, which 
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The two groups of least experienced translators do not display consistent patterns: 
Group N scored both lowest and middle, while I1 alternately scored highest and lowest. 
More consistent patterns emerge with reference to second-year trainees, who mostly scored 
the (second) lowest values, and professionals, who always scored highest, except in T5. On 





Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 15.15 17.29 16.30 16.78 
T2 16.31 17.00 17.00 17.67 
T3 23.13 22.10 25.29 24.89 
T4 16.08 15.10 15.86 17.63 
T5 15.23 15.42 14.33 15.13 
Table 3.6. Mean of sentences per group 
The analysis of the average number of sentences in the TTs, in Table 3.6 above, 
predictably shows similar patterns to the Gulpease index scores. Professionals scored 
consistently highest, which means that they tend to produce more readable TTs with a less 
convoluted syntactic structure, i.e. texts made up of more (and probably shorter) sentences. 
Conversely, translation trainees do not exhibit clear patterns, even though novices and 
first-year intermediates scored generally lowest, while second-year intermediates mostly 
scored middle values. 
As it is strictly related to the number of sentences, the analysis of average sentence 
length (ASL) suggests that professionals tend to produce shorter sentences, given that they 
generally scored the lowest or second lowest ASL (see Table 3.7). Translation trainees, on 
the other hand, do not show again clear trends, even though scores tend to decrease with 
the supposed level of competence, from the stage of novice to second-year intermediate. 
 
ASL Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 24.30 21.04 23.16 22.95 
T2 27.25 25.62 25.92 24.83 
T3 20.26 23.01 19.32 18.51 
T4 29.35 32.64 31.96 33.85 
T5 30.82 32.53 33.89 32.18 
Table 3.7. Average sentence length in words per task 
It can be concluded that the level of TC seems to reflect on the syntactic structure of 
the TT, which is more complex in translations produced by less experienced participants 
and less complex in professionals. This conclusion is also supported by the comparison 
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between of the average number of sentences and average sentence length, on the one hand, 
and syntactic variation, on the other (see section 3.5.1). 
 
 Lexical analysis 3.4
Lexical analysis aims to find out whether different levels of TC result in the use of 
different vocabulary. To this end, the vocabulary of the TTs has been mapped onto the 
categories of Italian lexis identified by the linguist Tullio De Mauro, as outlined in the 
following section. 
 
3.4.1 The basic vocabulary of Italian: general theoretical remarks 
De Mauro (2003, 115–117) describes the lexis of a language as a sphere consisting of 
multiple layers, as shown in Figure 3.1 below. 
 
Figure 3.1. Structure of lexis as defined by De Mauro 
The most external layer includes the hapax of the most influential and important texts 
of a given culture together with specialised terminology that is only used by the experts of 
that specific field and is not generally known or used outside that particular specialised 
communicative context. Moving inwards, the next layer includes ‘common vocabulary’ 
(CV), comprising some specialist terms and words of restricted geographical areas that can 
be understood, known, and used by most speakers outside that specialised or geographical 
communicative context. The third layer comprises ‘basic vocabulary’ (BV), i.e. the set of 
words of the CV that are definitely known to most speakers who have completed at least 
eight years of basic education. Finally, the most internal layer is that of ‘fundamental 
vocabulary’ (FV) which includes the words that are understood, known and used by all 
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The basic vocabulary of Italian (BVI) was identified by “integrating data from 
frequency lists with data from research on high availability words” (Chiari and De Mauro 
2010, 25). The BVI includes about 7,050 words and consists of three different categories: 
 the “fundamental vocabulary” (FV, about 2,000 words); 
 the “high usage vocabulary” (HUV, about 2,750 words); and 
 the “high availability vocabulary” (HAV, about 2,300 words)62. 
The two former categories, i.e. the FV and HUV, are frequency-based and include the 
most frequent Italian words, covering respectively 90% and 6% of all spoken and written 
text occurrences. The words included in the HAV, on the other hand, are “derived from a 
psycholinguistic insight experimentally verified” (Chiari and De Mauro 2010, 27) and are 
‘available’ to (i.e. understood and known by) most adult native speakers: these words relate 
to everyday life objects, facts and experiences, even though they might not be commonly 
used in spoken or written texts (De Mauro 2003). The BVI provides a useful tool not only 
for the native-like drafting of texts in Italian, but also for analytical purposes, i.e. it can be 
used as a measurement tool to assess the (lexical) complexity and clarity of any text, 
including translations. For these reasons, the use of the BVI is one of the recommended 
measures for language simplification in Italian administrative and governmental 
institutions. It has been added as an Appendix to the 1994 manual of style for written 
communication in the Italian public sector 63  and is quoted as a tool for language 
simplification in the relevant directives of the Italian government64. 
For the purposes of this investigation, the BVI is being used as reference framework for 
the analysis of the participants’ vocabulary and monitor any possible change in the lexis 
they tend use. Section 3.4.2 below discusses the proportion of words falling into each sub-
categories of the BVI and also considers words that are not included in the BVI (collectively 
referred to as NBV). 
 
3.4.2 The translators’ vocabulary: distribution per category 
The words used in each of the TTs under analysis were assigned to the categories of 
vocabulary illustrated above and the proportion of each category was calculated (in 
percentage terms) per task and group (see Tables 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, 3.11 below and Appendix 
25). Data are somewhat varied, with the same category accounting for different percentages 
mainly depending on the task. For instance, in T1 all groups end up using words from FV 
                                                          
62 A new version of the BVI, the “New Basic Vocabulary of Italian”, has recently being announced but, at 
the time of writing, is still to be released (cf. Chiari and De Mauro 2010; 2014). 
63  “Codice di stile delle comunicazioni scritte ad uso delle amministrazioni pubbliche”, available at 
http://www.funzionepubblica.gov.it/media/875448/codice%20di%20stile%20cassese-1994.pdf . 
64  The 2002 “Direttiva sulla semplificazione del linguaggio dei testi amministrativi” and the 2005 
“Direttiva sulla semplificazione del linguaggio delle pubbliche amministrazioni” 
(http://www.interno.gov.it/mininterno/export/sites/default/it/assets/files/10/20051025112716.pdf ). 
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for around 75% of their TTs, while in T5 the average proportion of FV is consistently 
lower, i.e. around 68%; the same applies to HAV: in T1 the proportion revolves around 7% 
for all groups, while in T4 it goes up to around 10%.  
 
FV % Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 74.47 75.66 75.20 75.34 
T2 67.49 68.83 67.30 65.98 
T3 71.62 71.83 72.22 70.56 
T4 72.83 72.69 73.98 72.30 
T5 68.46 68.49 68.03 67.00 
Table 3.8. Average percentage of FV per task 
HUV % Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 9.23 8.55 8.69 8.79 
T2 8.08 7.58 8.05 7.73 
T3 7.55 7.01 6.92 7.24 
T4 8.07 7.84 7.39 7.84 
T5 11.95 11.90 11.58 11.43 
Table 3.9. Average percentage of HUV per task 
HAV % Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 7.80 7.67 7.66 7.39 
T2 8.51 8.50 8.78 8.28 
T3 9.29 9.95 9.82 10.35 
T4 10.61 10.86 10.30 10.46 
T5 9.34 9.06 9.03 10.46 
Table 3.10. Average percentage of HAV per task 
NBV % Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 8.51 8.13 8.38 8.48 
T2 15.94 15.09 15.87 18.01 
T3 11.54 10.93 11.03 11.84 
T4 8.49 8.60 8.33 9.40 
T5 10.25 10.56 11.36 11.12 
Table 3.11. Average percentage of NBV per task 
This appears to imply that the register and vocabulary of the relevant ST do play a role 
in the participants’ lexical choices. At any rate, the aggregate data from all groups and tasks 
show that FV consistently accounts for most of the TT and covers on average 71.01% of 
the whole TTs in the five tasks; NBV is the category with the second highest percentages, 
accounting for about 11.09% of the TTs, followed by HAV (9.21%) and HUV (8.67%). The 
proportion in which the four categories are used on average in the TTs is shown Chart 3.10 
below. 
 
Chart 3.10. Structure of the average TT 
(aggregate results from all groups and tasks) 
It follows that, overall, the three categories making up BVI account on average for 
about 89% of the TTs, while NBV only covers the remaining 11%. This means that 
translators generally relied on basic vocabulary and only made a very limited use of more 
sophisticated or less frequent words, which seems in line with the nature and function of the 
STs. 
As concerns the relation with the supposed level of TC of the participants, none of the 
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quantitative perspective. However, the lack of significant quantitative evidence is in this 
case compensated for by repeated measurements showing that the four groups generally 
hold the same ranking order in almost all tasks. The main discrepancies between 
professionals and trainees mostly relate to FV and NBV, i.e. the two most represented 
categories in the TTs. Professionals appear to use a more sophisticated vocabulary than 
trainees as they scored lowest in the use of FV (with the minor exception of T1) and, in 
most cases, highest in the use of NBV (with the minor exceptions of T1 and T5). 
Intermediates show the opposite trend, scoring generally highest as concerns FV and 
lowest as concerns NBV, while novices mostly recorded middle scores in both cases. Even 
though this might suggest that novices relied on BVI to a lesser extent than intermediates, 
it should be noted that they consistently scored highest as concerns HUV, i.e. the second 
frequency-based category of BVI including the most common and frequent words after 
those within the FV. Data on HAV, on the other hand, do not show any clear patterns. 
In sum, from this general overview it could be concluded that professionals generally 
used a higher percentage of less common and less frequent words, while trainees relied 
more heavily on BVI (novices mainly on HUV and intermediates mainly on FV). This 
seems to suggest either that less experienced translators have a more limited and basic 
vocabulary or that, regardless the size of their vocabulary, they simply tend to rely more 
often on high-frequency words. Their inclination towards less sophisticated vocabulary 
might therefore be a deliberate stylistic choice or induced by their lower competence level. 
In the discussion of the translators’ vocabulary choices, T1 seems to warrant special 
attention being as it is an exception to the general trends outlined so far. T1 is the only case 
where novices used a more sophisticated vocabulary than professionals, as they scored 
highest for NBV and lowest for FV. As already mentioned in section 2.3.2.1, ST1 has a 
slightly different register and vocabulary as compared to the other STs (see Appendix 1): 
rather than an impersonal report on social or environmental issues, the text is a first-person 
narrative reporting on the personal experience and beliefs of the author in relation to the 
British educational system. In this particular case, professionals might have deliberately 
attempted to reproduce the style of a young writer by using more basic instead of more 
formal or sophisticated vocabulary. In other words, it could be assumed that professionals 
have selected their vocabulary to meet the peculiarities of each specific ST, whereas less 
experienced translators did not adapt their vocabulary to the specific needs of the individual 
translation task. This assumption, though, would need further supporting evidence, which 
should be gathered by comparing the performances of novices and professionals in relation 
to different genres and types of STs. If proven correct, these observations on vocabulary 
choices might be of use in translator training to show translation trainees the importance of 
a customised approach to the specific translation task. 
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 Syntactic analysis 3.5
The syntactic analysis of the TTs considered three different variables: 
 the difference in the number and type of sentences that have been split or merged as 
a result of the translation process (here referred to as ‘syntactic variation’), which is 
analysed in section 3.5.1; 
 nominalisation, which is discussed in section 3.5.2; and 
 activisation and passivisation, which are explored in section 3.5.3. 
 
3.5.1 Syntactic variation 
As anticipated, the analysis of syntactic variation considers the difference in the number 
and type of sentences between TT and ST in terms of split or merged sentences. The 
difference in the number of sentences between a TT and a ST is here referred to as 
‘syntactic variation ratio’ (SVR) and has been calculated based on the following formula: 
𝑆𝑉𝑅 =  
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑇𝑇 − 𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇 
∗ 100 
This percentage reflects an increase or decrease in the number of sentences of the TT 
as compared to the ST and suggests whether the syntactic structure of the TT is more 
complex than the original from a merely quantitative perspective, i.e. whether the text is 
made up of a lower number of more complex sentences. In addition, the analysis of syntactic 
variation adopts a qualitative approach aimed to observe whether the choice of sentences to 
be split or merged follows a common pattern in the TTs produced by each group. 
The analysis of data has been conducted manually through the use of ad-hoc 
spreadsheets allowing for the computation of the SVR and the analysis of the different 
syntactic changes occurred in the TTs (see Appendix 15), on the one hand, and for the 
graphical representation of the syntactic structure of the different TTs used for the 
qualitative analysis, on the other (see Appendices 16, 17, and 18). To be easily identified, 
each sentence of the ST has been assigned a progressive number which is displayed in the 
first row of the tables in Appendices 16, 17, and 18; hence, the first sentence of ST1 is here 
referred to as ‘ST1s1’. 
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Chart 3.11 Mean syntactic variation ratio per group 
The contrastive analysis of the mean SVRs of the four groups (see Chart 3.11 above) 
clearly shows that the TTs tend to include a lower number of sentences as compared to the 
relevant STs, as all groups mostly display negative mean values. Hence, aside for some 
minor exceptions (i.e. Group I1 in T1 and Groups N and P in T5), all groups seemingly 
have a common tendency towards sentence merging. It should also be noted that SVRs 
tend to decrease with the participants’ supposed level of TC: novices and first-year 
intermediates mostly scored the highest SVRs, second-year intermediates generally scored 
middle values, while professionals consistently scored lowest. Still, it remains to be seen 
whether such patterns are due to a greater tendency towards sentence merging on the part 
of less-experienced participants or rather to a balance between merged and split sentences 
in professionals. This can be investigated by contrasting and comparing the average 
percentages of split and merged sentences per group. These are here referred to as 
‘sentence splitting’ (SSR) and ‘sentence merging ratio’ (SMR) and have been calculated 
based on the following formulae: 
𝑆𝑆𝑅 =  (
𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇
)  ∗ 100 
𝑆𝑀𝑅 =  (
𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑑 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇
)  ∗ 100 
As shown in Chart 3.12 below, merged sentences generally outnumber split sentences 
in all tasks and within all groups, except for Group P in the last two tasks, showing almost 
equal percentages of both split and merged sentences. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N -10.88% -14.16% -14.26% -10.67% 1.53% 
Group I1 1.68% -9.79% -18.15% -16.11% -5.53% 
Group I2 -4.12% -10.53% -6.33% -8.89% -3.73% 
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Chart 3.12. Average SSR and SMR per group 
 
Based on the above data, it seems that the professionals’ lowest SVRs should be 
ascribed to their lower tendency towards sentence merging rather than to a balance 
between the two types of syntactic changes. With special reference to merged sentences, 
data also show that professionals tend to score consistently lower than trainees.  
This is more apparent in Chart 3.13, showing in one column the average percentage of 
syntactic changes per group, including both merged and split sentences (in light and dark 
colours respectively).  
 
 
Chart 3.13. Mean of syntactic changes per group (aggregate data of split and merged sentences) 
 
Professionals mostly scored lower percentages of syntactic changes as compared to all 
the other groups (and in particular to Group N and I1), thus showing a much reduced 
tendency towards syntactic alteration. Conversely, the least experienced participants (i.e. 
novices and first-year intermediates) scored the highest percentages of syntactic alterations 
in all tasks except T1. Data suggests therefore that the percentage of syntactic changes 
Split Merged Split Merged Split Merged Split Merged Split Merged 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 1.36% 11.76% 0.00% 13.77% 0.57% 14.81% 1.71% 11.97% 6.67% 5.13% 
Group I1 3.36% 1.68% 0.75% 10.53% 0.74% 18.89% 0.56% 16.67% 7.78% 2.78% 
Group I2 1.76% 5.88% 0.00% 10.53% 0.53% 6.88% 0.00% 11.90% 3.70% 6.67% 

















T1 T2 T3 T4 T5
N Split N merged I1 Split I1 Merged I2 Split I2 Merged P Split P Merged
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tend to be inversely proportional to the supposed level of TC, since it generally decreases 
with higher TC. 
The qualitative analysis of syntactic variation also shows some interesting trends which 
might be associated with specific levels of TC and are in line with the observations made so 
far from a merely quantitative perspective. Qualitative data on syntactic variation 
apparently confirm that less experienced translators tend to adopt a rather liberal approach 
towards the syntactic structure of the ST. First, their syntactic changes appear quite radical 
in terms of both the number of sentences affected and the number of alterations affecting 
the same sentences of the ST. Appendices 16 to 18 show that novices and first-year 





ST2s6-9: Under EU legislation adopted in 2009, the average passenger car sold by 
2015 should comply with a carbon dioxide target of 130 grams per 
kilometre. This compares with an existing average of 150-160g/km. The EU 
has now set a further target to reduce emissions to 95g/km by 2020. But is 
this as low as we could realistically go?  
N7t2:  In base alla normativa europea, adottata nel 2009, dal 2015 tutte le auto 
acquistate dovranno produrre un quantitativo di anidride carbonica 
massimo pari all’incirca a 130 grammi al kilometro, a fronte di una media 
attuale di 150/160; Recentemente l’Unione Europea ha inoltre stabilito di 
ridurre ulteriormente tali livelli, puntando ai 95 gr/km nel 2020: ma è 




St3s12-14: The bank’s survey of 54,000 firms in 102 developing countries finds that 
large firms (those with over 100 workers) have higher productivity and 
higher wages, are more likely to export and are more innovative than small 
firms (those with fewer than 20 employees). Big firms are more likely to add a 
new product, incorporate new technology or upgrade a product line. Small firms 
tend to stay small. 
I7t3: Uno studio basato su 54.000 imprese in 102 paesi in via di sviluppo, ha 
riscontrato che le grandi imprese ( con più di 100 lavoratori ) presentano 
una produttività maggiore e salari più alti, hanno più possibilità di esportare 
e sono più innovative delle piccole imprese ( con meno di 20 impiegati ); esse 
hanno, inoltre, più probabilità di lanciare nuovi prodotti, incorporare nuove 
tecnologie o modernizzare la linea di produzione, mentre le piccole aziende 
tendono a restare piccole. 
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Also, there are cases where the same sentence was split and then partially merged with 
another, as shown below: 
ST3s21: But free management training did help. The trouble is that most enterprises see no 
point in it: asked whether lack of management expertise was a problem, only 3% of 
Brazilian small firms said yes. 
N3t3:  Una formazione gratuita in management ha invece dato i suoi frutti, ma il 
problema sta nel fatto che la maggior parte delle imprese non ne vede l’utilità. Solo il 
3% di piccole ditte brasiliane ha affermato che la mancanza di competenza 
gestionale rappresenta un ostacolo. 
I110t3: Al contrario, si è rivelato di grande aiuto un corso gratuito di management, e 
tuttavia molte imprese continuano a non capirne l’utilità. Solo il 3% delle piccole 
imprese in Brasile riconosce come un problema la mancanza di conoscenze nel 
management. 
I22t3:  Quello che si è rivelato davvero utile è stata la formazione imprenditoriale 
gratuita, che purtroppo la maggior parte delle aziende considera inutile. In Brasile, ad 
esempio, solo il 3% delle piccole imprese ha confermato che la mancanza di 
competenza nella gestione di un’azienda rappresenta veramente un problema. 
Conversely, professionals not only tend to focus less on syntactic changes, but also 
show greater agreement on the sentences to be split or merged as compared to the other 
groups. This can easily be observed in the tables in Appendices 16, 17, and 18. T2 in 
Appendix 16 is a case in point: most participants within the four groups merged the sixth 
and seventh sentence and/or the eleventh and twelfth sentence of ST2; besides these 
common choices, in the final portion of the ST (i.e. from sentence 14 to 19) novices also 
made several syntactic changes which progressively decrease in number as more competent 
groups of participants are considered. This seems to suggest a consistent pattern of 
association between syntactic variation and TC, with more competent and experienced 
translators avoiding unnecessary syntactic alterations and generally following a common 
pattern in the choice of the sentences to be split or merged, as opposed to novice translators 
adopting a more liberal and less consistent approach towards sentence splitting.  
The professionals’ tendency to preserve the original syntactic structure as much as 
possible might be explained in terms of one or a combination of the following: 
 a realisation that any syntactic alteration can affect the logic and meaning of the ST 
and ultimately result in an error of accuracy, completeness or logic (see Mossop 
2007a and Chapter IV); 
 a preference for not wasting time and cognitive resources in modifying the syntactic 
structure when not necessary, or at least stylistically preferable, in order “to invest 
decision-making effort strategically instead of wasting it on irrelevant details” 
(Tirkkonen-Condit 2005: 407); 
 a better mastery of vocabulary (as suggested by the analysis in section 3.4.2), which 
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3.5.2 Nominalisation 
The term ‘nominalisation’ refers to the transformation or transposition (Vinay and 
Darbelnet [1958]1995, 95) of a verb or adjective into the respective noun, as exemplified 
below: 
 
Ex. 1: Participants have adopted different approaches > The adoption of different 
approaches… 
Ex. 2: Participants have adopted different approaches > The difference in the approaches… 
 
Of the two types of nominalisation, this study only focuses on the transposition of verbs 
and considers the shifts that take place from verbs to both nouns (e.g., ST4: “to protect”> 
“protezione”) and phrases consisting of an empty verb followed by the relevant noun (e.g., 
ST4: “competing”> “entrare in competizione”). 
Following Hatim and Munday (2004: 345), nominalisation is seen as the “condensed 
reformulation of a verbal process”. The cognitive effort to encrypt the verbal meaning in a 
noun phrase requires a higher cognitive load on the part of the translator. Also,  
[s]ince most readers find sentences clearer when they have the subject as the 
‘doer’ or agent of action and the verb as conveying the sense of action itself, 
heavy use of nominalizations reduces clarity. […] Nominalization also reduces 
clarity in the sense that when verbs are used, conjunctions (e.g., when, because, 
although, and if) have to be used to make logical relationships clear while when 
verbs are turned into nouns, logical relationships are made unclear. (Hou 2011, 
76–77) 
Nominalisations resulting from a translation process can thus be seen as cognitively 
demanding for both the translator and the reader and negatively affect the clarity of the 
TT. Moreover, 
nominalized structures in translation make implicit its [sic.] corresponding 
finite clausal structures in terms of subject, object, verbal categories (i.e., tense, 
aspect, voice, or modality), or the logical relations the finite clausal structures 
may represent. Second, when a clausal structure is transformed into a 
nominalized structure, it is treated as an ‘object’ whatever the clause describes. 
When nominalized, the event is no longer conceived as active; rather it is 
described as a state of being and becomes objectified and abstracted. Third, 
nominalized structures in translation express semantic meaning in a 
grammatically less intricate and lexically denser way. (Hou 2011, 71) 
In sum, a high level of nominalisation generally leads to texts that are less clear, more 
implicit and more lexically dense (cf. Katan 2003, 153; Marcantoni and Cortelazzo 2010, 6). 
For the purposes of the present study, the analysis of nominalisation provides further 
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evidence about possible tendencies towards implicitation and lexical denseness within the 
various groups of translators. The tendency towards nominalisation within each group was 
measured through the ‘nominalisation ratio’ (NR), i.e. the ratio between the total number of 
verbs in the ST and the number of verbs which have been transformed into noun or noun 
phrases in the TT: 
𝑁𝑅 =  
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇 ∗  𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑛𝑜𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑠𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
∗ 100 
As illustrated in Chart 3.14 below, results do not show dominant trends and the 
rankings of the four groups in all tasks appear rather varied, with novices and professionals 
occupying the three last and first positions respectively, depending on the task. First- and 
second-year intermediates, on the other hand, ranked lowest and highest in three out of five 
tasks (I1 ranked lowest in T1, T2, and T5, while I2 ranked highest in T2, T4, and T5). 
However, given the considerable variation in the values for professionals and novices, these 
minor regularities do not seem to have a pattern. 
Chart 3.14. Average nominalisation ratio per group 
Even considering the mean values per task, NRs tend to vary considerably from one 
task to another, e.g. between in T3 and T4. This seems to suggest that NR does not relate 
so much to the level of TC as to the systemic differences between SL and TL and/or the 
stylistic preferences of languages. This is further confirmed by the qualitative analysis of 
nominalisations, i.e. when considering the different verbs that have been nominalised in 
each task and the percentage of participants within each group opting for nominalisation at 
the same point in the text. Irrespective of their supposed level of TC, participants generally 
focused on the same (number of) changes. The two occurrences of “withdrawing” in ST1 are 
a case in point as they were nominalised in both cases by a high percentage of participants 
within the four groups and account for the vast majority of all nominalisations in T1. 
Hence, it can be concluded that, from both the quantitative and qualitative perspectives, 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 5.93% 3.71% 1.96% 5.70% 5.13% 
Group I1 5.06% 2.55% 3.45% 8.97% 2.78% 
Group I2 5.83% 5.36% 1.30% 9.61% 7.41% 















Descriptive product-oriented analysis 
 
data on nominalisation appear not to show any pattern of association with TC, at least as 
far as the language combination and textual genre under consideration are concerned. 
 
3.5.3 Activisation and passivisation 
Activisation and passivisation are two types of modulation (Vinay and Darbelnet 
[1958]1995, 138–141; 252) consisting in the shift from passive to active voice and vice 
versa. Given that the use of active and passive voice has direct implications on the level of 
explicitness and implicitness of a text, in this study the analysis of activisation and 
passivisation is meant to provide further insights into the participants’ tendency to produce 
(more) explicit or implicit translations. To provide a quantitative measure of such shifts, for 
the purposes of this analysis two formulae have been developed indicating the average ratio 
of active verbs of the ST which were turned into passive constructions and vice versa. They 
are referred to as ‘activisation ratio’ (AR) and ‘passivisation ratio’ (PR) respectively and are 
calculated as follows: 
𝐴𝑅 =  
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇 ∗  𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
∗ 100 
𝑃𝑅 =  
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑇 ∗  𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝
𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
∗ 100 
From a quantitative perspective, the contrastive analysis of these ratios (see Chart 3.15) 
suggests that the use of one type of modulation or the other largely depends on the 
peculiarities of the different STs. The AR and PR scored higher than the other in alternate 
fashion (activisation in T3 and passivisation in T2 and T4) and display equal values in T1 
and T5, which suggests that the preference for one or the other is largely influenced by the 
specific ST. 
Chart 3.15. Mean activisation and passivisation ratios per group 
 
Pass Act Pass Act Pass Act Pass Act Pass Act 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 1.28% 0.32% 0.82% 0.00% 0.14% 1.96% 2.79% 0.00% 2.69% 1.79% 
Group I1 0.89% 1.49% 1.79% 0.00% 0.18% 3.09% 1.55% 0.52% 1.25% 1.94% 
Group I2 1.04% 0.63% 0.36% 0.00% 1.04% 3.38% 1.48% 0.00% 1.67% 2.22% 










Activisation and passivisation  ratios 
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This is probably due to the fact that both activisation and passivation might be at least 
partially due to language-systemic differences or well-established stylistic preferences 





ST4:  It’s that they directly benefit from the sexist system that violence against 
women enables. 
N6t4: Vuol dire beneficiare direttamente del sistema sessista messo in atto da tale 
violenza. 
P6t4: … il fatto è che traggono direttamente vantaggio dal sistema sessista consentito 




ST3:   Can the spirit of enterprise be taught? 
N3t3:  Si può insegnare ad avere spirito d’iniziativa? 
I24t3:  È possibile insegnare lo spirito imprenditoriale? 
 
However, it should be noted that in both T2 and T4 there are no, or very few, instances 
of activisation, while instances of passivisation have been found in all tasks and for all 
groups. A possible explanation for this discrepancy could come from the observation of the 
two phenomena from a qualitative perspective, i.e. by considering the individual cases 
where such changes occurred and the percentage of participants opting for either types of 
modulation. This approach reveals that passivisation is generally used arbitrarily while 
activisation mostly fits into a regular pattern as participants within the four groups opted 
for passivisation at different points in the text, while activisations were generally limited to 
fewer passive verbs. By way of example, consider T3: activisation is limited to four different 
passive constructions that were shifted to the active voice by a high percentage of 
participants in all groups, as shown in Table 3.12 below. 
 
ST3 N I1 I2 P 
Can the spirit of enterprise be taught 76.92% 
 
85.71% 55.56% 
World-beating companies […] are revered in 
the West  
60.00% 28.57% 
 
What can be done [to improve matters] 30.77% 100.00% 71.43% 88.89% 
[…] asked whether lack of management 
expertise was a problem  
10.00% 
  
Table 3.12. Activisations in T3 (percentage of participants per group) 
On the contrary, the shifts from active to passive voice in the same task affected nine 
different verbs of the ST and each involved a considerably lower percentage of participants 
within each group (see Table 3.13). 
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ST3 N I1 I2 P 
World-beating companies that began in 
garages  
7.69%  14.29%  
firms are more likely to add a new product    11.11% 
firms are more likely to […] incorporate new 
technology 
   11.11% 
firms are more likely to […] upgrade a 
product line 
   11.11% 
This had no effect.  10.00%   
Nor did giving special grants   14.29%  
as happened in Ghana    11.11% 
most enterprises see no point in it   14.29%  
whether lack of management expertise was a 
problem 
  14.29%  
Table 3.13. Passivisations in T3 (percentage of participants per group). 
This would suggest that: (a) activisation is a less common shift in non-specialist 
translation from English into Italian; (b) there seems to be a general implicit agreement 
among translators on the clauses where activisation is desirable, mostly because of well-
established stylistic preferences; and (c) the instances of passivisation do not fit any regular 
pattern but mostly relate to individual stylistic preferences. Apart from these general 
considerations, the two types of modulation do not seem to relate to the participants’ 
supposed level of TC. All groups alternately scored comparatively high or low in relation to 
both activisation and passivisation without following any recognisable pattern either in the 
number of shifts or in the choice of the clause to be shifted. 
 
 Product-related data: drawing conclusions  3.6
This section summarises the trends observed with reference to the different variables 
(3.6.1) and discusses how they can be triangulated in order to obtain more reliable 
conclusions (3.6.2). Finally, the three supposed levels of TC identified in the sample (novice, 
intermediate, and professional) are described in terms of the textual patterns that emerged 
from the analysis (3.6.3). 
 
3.6.1 Product- and competence-related trends: an overview 
The analysis of the twelve product-oriented variables discussed in this chapter was 
aimed at identifying possible recurring patterns in the textual features of TTs produced by 
translators with different levels of experience and competence in translation. To the best of 
my knowledge, no previous studies have considered such a variety of textual variables in 
the attempt to find possible relations with TC. Hence, this analysis can be considered to be 
of an exploratory nature. As in most first explorations, some of the pursued paths have 
turned out to be blind alleys. This was the case for some lexicometric measures (i.e. the 
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Guiraud’s and Herdan’s indexes), lexical density and average word length, nominalisation, 
and activisation and passivisation. Nevertheless, even unfruitful expeditions help in 
charting new territories and preventing future failure. Other paths proved to be more 
successful and will possibly take a step further in the exploration of TC. The analysis of the 
remaining lexicometric measures (i.e. the number of tokens and types, the TTR, MWF and 
the percentage of hapax), lexical variation, expansion and reduction, readability, vocabulary 
and syntactic variation, all lead to an identification of the textual patterns summarised in 
Table 3.14 below65.  
 




 Lower number of tokens. 
 Highest TTR. 
 Lowest MWF. 
 Comparatively lower TTR. 
 Highest number of 
tokens. 
 Generally higher MWF. 
 





   
Lexical 
variation (LV) 




 Lowest values.  Highest values.  Second lowest values. 
Expansions  Growing tendency towards explicitness 
probably due to training. 
 
 
 Second lowest ERs.   (Second) lowest ERs.  
Reductions  The number of different reductions  
generally tends to decrease with TC. 
 Lowest RRs. 
  Highest percentages of 
reductions affecting 
‘sense’. 
 Middle values as concerns 
reductions affecting 
‘sense’. 







 (Second) lowest 
Gulpease scores. 
 
 Lower average number 
of sentences. 
 I1: no consistent patterns. 
 I2: (second) lowest 
Gulpease scores. 
 Middles values as 
concerns ASL. 
 Highest readability. 
 Higher average number of 
sentences. 
 (Second) lowest ASL. 
                                                          
65 Rows have been intentionally left blank in cases where no patterns have emerged concerning the 
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Vocabulary  Scored middle values as 
concerns both FV and 
NBV. 
 Consistently scored 
highest as concern HUV. 
 Widest use of BVI, with 
particular reference to 
HUV. 
 Scored highest in the use 
of FV. 
 Scored mostly lowest in 
the use of NBV. 
 Wide use of BVI, with 
particular reference to 
FV. 
 Scored lowest in the use 
of FV. 
 Higher percentage of less 
common and frequent 
words from NBV. 
 Seem to select their 
vocabulary to meet the 
peculiarities of each 
specific ST (e.g. ST1). 
Syntactic 
variation (SV) 
 High SV (split + merged 
sentences). 
 Often merged up to 3-4 
sentences. 
 There are cases where 
the same sentence in 
split and then partially 
merged with another. 
 
 Mostly high SV (split + 
merged sentences). 
 Also merged up to 3 
sentences. 
 They split and then 
partially merged the same 
sentence with another. 
 Much reduced SV (split + 
merged sentences). 
 Lower tendency towards 
sentence merging. 
 Seldom merged more than 
two sentences. 
 Greater agreement on the 





Table 3.14. Product-related trends observed in relation to the supposed level of TC 
Some of these variables also relate to one another in that they can affect the same 
textual aspect, and will be triangulated in the next section. 
 
3.6.2 Triangulating descriptive product-related variables 
As mentioned in section 1.3, data triangulation involves the observation of a 
phenomenon from multiple perspectives (and using different methods and tools). With 
particular reference to the trends observed in this chapter, data triangulation provides 
further insights into lexical richness, lexical and syntactic simplification, and the level of 
explicitness of the TTs. 
More precisely, the joint analysis of lexicometric measures, lexical density and lexical 
variation can shed light on the overall level of lexical richness of the TTs. All these 
different variables provide a measure of the variety of different words in a given text, 
showing whether translators tend to use a more varied or a more limited vocabulary. This 
may entail a different attitude towards the use of synonyms and/or ellipsis, the latter being 
investigated in this study as a type of reduction (see sections 3.2.3.3 and 3.2.3.4). 
Another textual feature which can be investigated by triangulating different product-
oriented variables is simplification, of both lexis and syntax. Simplification is one of the 
proposed universal features of translations (cf. Mauranen and Kujamäki 2004). Following 
Laviosa (2003, 158–159 with original emphasis in italics and added emphasis underlined),  
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[t]hree basic hypotheses [can be considered] to be consistent with 
simplification as a universal feature of translation. They concern lexical variety, 
information load, and sentence length as follows: 
In a multi-source-language comparable corpus of English the range of vocabulary used 
in the translational texts is narrower than the range of vocabulary in the non-
translational texts and this difference is independent of the source language variable. 
In a multi-source-language comparable corpus of English the translational texts have a 
lower ratio of lexical to running words than the non-translational texts and this 
difference is independent of the source language variable. 
In a multi-source-language comparable corpus of English the translational texts have a 
lower average sentence length than the non-translational texts and this difference is not 
influenced by the source language variable.  
Although this study investigates a parallel (rather than a comparable) corpus, which is 
unsuitable for the analysis of translation universals, data can help to shed light on the 
attitude of trainees and professionals towards lexical and syntactic simplification, which can 
be achieved by triangulating lexical variation (Laviosa’s first hypothesis), lexical density 
(Laviosa’s second hypothesis), and average sentence length and the ratio of syntactic 
variation (Laviosa’s third hypothesis).  The trends emerging from the analysis of these four 
variables are deemed to provide insights into the relation between simplification and the 
different levels of TC being considered. Moreover, syntactic variation has direct 
implications on sentence length, information load (see also section 3.2.2.1), and text 
readability (see section 3.3). Given that “[s]hort sentences are more readable, [a] 
simplification strategy may reasonnably [sic.] be assumed to influence the readability of the 
text” (Bloch 2005) by reducing sentence length. This is particularly true if one considers 
that sentence length is one of the parameters shared by most readability formulae, 
including the Gulpease index (see section 3.3). Hence, syntactic simplification and 
readability are strictly connected. 
Finally, the number of tokens and syntactic variation ratio can be triangulated with the 
expansion and reduction ratios to draw more reliable conclusions about the level of 
explicitness of the participants’ TTs. As pointed out by Bloch (2005), “[s]entence splitting 
may be an answer to the needs formulated by each of these three universals”: simplification, 
explicitation66 and normalisation67. More specifically, longer TTs have been found to be one 
of the “special qualities translated texts display in comparison with non-translated texts as 
forms of a higher level of explicitness [together with] higher redundancy, stronger 
cohesive and logical ties, better readability, marked punctuation and improved topic and 
theme relation” (Pápai 2004, 144). Consequently, the conclusions about the level of 
                                                          
66 For more details about explicitation, see also section 3.2.3. 
67 “Whether sentence splitting is categorized as normalization or as simplification is rather a rethoric 
[sic.] issue” (Bloch 2005). 
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explicitness of the TTs will be based on a comparison with the analysis of syntactic 
variation, expansion and reduction. 
 
3.6.3 Product- and competence-related trends: who does what 
Based on the above considerations on data triangulation, the following sections 
summarise the results of the descriptive product-oriented analysis and paint a picture of the 
tendencies emerged in relation to the three supposed level of TC identified in the sample. 
3.6.3.1 Novices 
Lexical richness Lexical simplification Syntactic simplification Explicitness 
Highest TTR 
Lowest MWF 
LD: no patterns 
ASL: no patterns Lower no. of tokens 
LD: no patterns Highest LV (2nd) lowest SVRs Lowest LVRs 
Highest LV ASL: no patterns Lowest LVRs  (2nd) lowest ERs 
  (2nd) lowest readability (2nd) highest RRs 
Table 3.15 Triangulation of descriptive product-oriented trends for the group of novices 
As suggested by the combination of their highest TTR and lexical variation with their 
consistently lower mean word frequency (see Table 3.15 above), novices tend to produce 
lexically richer TTs. In other words, novices make use of a more varied vocabulary and 
probably resort more frequently to synonyms and/or ellipsis and implicitation. This latter 
hypothesis seems to be supported by the analysis of reductions, where novices generally 
scored the (second) highest reduction ratios (following both the quantitative and the 
qualitative perspective) and also made the highest percentage of reductions affecting sense. 
Since (a) their high reduction ratio is paired with the (second) lowest percentage of 
expansions and (b) they produce on average shorter TTs, as suggested by their 
comparatively lower number of tokens and length variation ratios, it can be concluded that 
novices’ translations have a lower level of explicitness as compared to the other groups’. No 
definite conclusions can be drawn about lexical simplification since the analysis of lexical 
density, lexical variation and average sentence length did not show any recurring patterns. 
As concerns the qualitative analysis of vocabulary, novices mainly used more common and 
frequent words from the Basic Vocabulary of Italian, with particular reference to high usage 
vocabulary. By contrast, their translations generally display a more complex syntactic 
structure: not only did they (considerably) reduce the original number of sentences, but 
they also frequently made significant alterations to the syntax of the ST by merging and 
splitting up to four sentences or by splitting and partially merging a sentence with another. 
This also resulted in less readable translations, as confirmed by the novices’ consistently 
lower Gulpease scores. 
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Lexical richness Lexical simplification Syntactic simplification Explicitness 
Middle-low TTRs 
Highest MWF 
LD: no patterns 
Middle ASL Highest no. of tokens 
LD: no patterns Middle LV Middle-high SVRs Highest LVRs 
Middle-low LV Middle ASL Highest LVRs  Highest ERs 
  Middle readability Middle RRs 
Table 3.16. Triangulation of descriptive product-oriented trends for the groups of intermediates 
As opposed to novices, intermediates display, on average, the lowest lexical richness 
since they generally scored lowest in relation to both TTR and lexical variation, and 
highest as concerns mean word frequency (see Table 3.16). Considering their comparatively 
higher number of tokens and length variation ratios, intermediates generally produced 
longer TTs than both novices and professionals which also had comparatively higher ERs 
and lower RRs, which makes them the most explicit within the corpus. Similar to novices, 
intermediates heavily relied on the Basic Vocabulary of Italian, with particular reference to 
fundamental vocabulary. Also, they considerably altered the syntactic structure of the ST, 
but generally made less radical syntactic changes from both the quantitative and qualitative 
points of view as compared to novices. On the whole, their translations scored middle 
values on the Gulpease indexes and generally rank at intermediate levels on other measures 
as well.  
3.6.3.3 Professionals 
Lexical richness Lexical simplification Syntactic simplification Explicitness 
Middle TTR 
 
LD: no patterns 
(2nd) lowest ASL (2nd) lowest no. of 
tokens 
LD: no patterns (2nd) highest LV (2nd) lowest SVRs (2nd) lowest LVRs 
(2nd) highest LV (2nd) lowest ASL (2nd) lowest LVRs  2nd lowest ERs 
  Highest readability Lowest RRs 
Table 3.17. Triangulation of descriptive product-oriented trends for the group of professionals 
As shown in Table 3.17, Professionals generally produced averagely lexically rich TTs 
since they scored middle values in relation to both TTR and lexical variation. More 
specifically, the translations produced by professionals are lexically less rich than those by 
novices but contain a more varied vocabulary as compared to the translation produced by 
intermediates. Similarly, the level of explicitness of their translations is higher as compared 
to the TTs produced by novices, and lower as compared to the translations by 
intermediates since they scored (a) the (second) lowest expansion and reduction ratios and 
(b) the second lowest number of tokens and length variation ratios. This also suggests that 
their TTs tend to be slightly longer than novices’ and (considerably) shorter than 
intermediates’. As concern lexis, professionals generally relied less heavily on the Basic 
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Vocabulary of Italian and made wider use of less common and frequent words. They were 
also responsible for the lowest percentage of syntactic alterations to the STs, as suggested 
by their much reduced syntactic variation ratio; they generally show greater agreement on 
the sentences to be split or merged and seldom merged more than two sentences. This 
resulted in a less complex syntactic structure consisting, on average, of a higher number of 
shorter sentences, which makes their translations the most readable among those produced 
by the sample. 
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Chapter III in a nutshell 
The descriptive analysis of product-related data reported on in this chapter is the main focus of 
this research and aims to identify possible textual patterns to be mapped onto specific levels 
of TC and eventually related to the results of the qualitative analysis of TTs. The variables 
under investigation include: 
 Lexicometric measures, i.e. the number of word tokens and types, the type/token 
ratio, the percentage of hapax, the mean word frequency, and the Guiraud’s 
Herdan’s indexes, all of which are mainly intended to investigate lexical richness. 
 Lexical density (LD) and lexical variation (LV), which further contributed to the 
investigation of lexical richness and partially confirmed the observations made on 
the basis of lexicometric measures.   
 Length variation, i.e. the difference in length between STs and TTs as measured in 
words, and expansion and reduction, i.e., respectively, the number and type of 
additions/explicitations and omissions/implicitations in the TTs.  
 Readability, which was measured through the Gulpease index and provided data on 
the average number of sentences and sentence length. 
 Vocabulary analysis, which was carried out based on the classification of Italian lexis 
proposed by De Mauro (2003), where frequency of use is the main criterion. 
 Syntactic variation, considering the number and types of split and merged sentences 
in the TT as compared to the ST. 
 Nominalisation, referring to the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 
transpositions from verb to noun resulting from the translation process. 
 Activisation and passivisation, i.e. the shifts from passive to active voice and vice 
versa. 
The triangulation of the results concerning the above variables allowed for the 
identification of some competence-related trends which can be summarised as follows: 
 Novices tend to produce lexically richer TTs displaying a lower level of explicitness as 
compared to the other groups. Their translations tend to include more words from 
the Basic Vocabulary of Italian, with particular reference to high usage vocabulary, 
and generally feature the most complex syntactic structure, made up of fewer and longer 
sentences, which makes their TTs the least readable within the corpus. 
 Intermediates produced translations with the lowest lexical richness and the highest 
level of explicitness. They relied heavily on the Basic Vocabulary of Italian, and in 
particular on fundamental vocabulary, and considerably altered the syntactic structure of 
the ST, though to a lesser extent than novices. They scored middle values for TT 
readability and rank at intermediate levels in relation to several variables. 
 Professionals produced translations which display middle values as concerns both 
explicitness and lexical richness and made wider use of less common and frequent 
words. They scored the lowest percentage of syntactic alterations to the ST, which 
resulted in TTs with a less complex syntactic structure, and produced the most readable 
translations of the sample. 
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Everybody is a genius. 
But if you judge a fish by its ability to climb a tree, 
it will live its whole life believing that it is stupid. 







4.1 Translation quality assessment: preliminary theoretical remarks 
Like TC, translation quality assessment (TQA) is one of the thorniest issues in TS. In 
the last few decades, it has attracted growing interest from both academia and the 
professional market 69 . One of the main challenges of TQA lies in the definition of 
translation quality (TQ) itself, which is the essential prerequisite for the development of 
suitable evaluation criteria and methods. As pointed out by House (2001, 243–244, 
emphasis added),  
[g]iven that translation is essentially an operation in which the meaning of 
linguistic units is to be kept equivalent across languages, one can distinguish at 
least three different views of meaning, each of which leads to different 
conceptions of translation evaluation. In a mentalist view of meaning as a 
concept residing in language users’ heads, translation is likely to be intuitive and 
interpretative. If meaning is seen as developing in, and resulting from, an 
externally observable reaction, translation evaluation is likely to involve response-
based methods. And if meaning is seen as emerging from larger textual stretches 
of language in use, involving both context and (situational and cultural) context 
surrounding individual linguistic units, a discourse approach is likely to be used in 
evaluating a translation.  
                                                          
68 Kelly, M. (2005). The Rhythm of Life: Living Every Day with Passion and Purpose, p. 80. 
69 For a broad overview, cf. Drugan (2013). 
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In other words, different conceptualisations of translation as both a process and a 
product result in different definitions of TQ and, consequently, different methods for TQA 
(cf. House 1997, 1). It should also be considered that different definitions of TQ and 
methods for TQA are meant to meet different needs and purposes: for instance, “TQA can 
be diagnostic (determining areas for improvement at the outset of a course of study), 
formative (measuring progress and giving feedback during a course of study) or summative 
(measuring the results of learning)”; also, it can be quantitative, i.e. “based on 
mathematical/statistical measurement (as in the case of most academic instruments)”, or 
qualitative, i.e. based on “reader response, interviews and questionnaires (e.g. Nida)” 
(Williams 2009, 4). Moreover, “views on quality vary depending on whether translation is 
seen as a product, a process, or service” (Palumbo 2009, 98), which results in the adoption of 
either textual or procedural parameters for TQA.  
The following sections provide a brief introduction to some criteria and methods used 
in TQA, as well as some definitions and classifications of errors devised in the last few 
decades. The methods and classifications adopted for TQA in the present study are 
presented in sections 4.2.6 and 4.3.4, focusing, respectively, on the assessment of translation 
acceptability (TA) and the analysis and evaluation of translation errors (TEs). Finally, the 
results of both types of analysis are presented in sections 4.2.6.2 and 4.3.4.2, and eventually 
triangulated in section 4.4. 
 
4.2 Defining and assessing translation quality: different approaches and criteria  
Despite the apparent relation between errors and TQ and the reliance on the 
quantification of errors as a measure of TQ70, TQA is not limited to the identification and 
evaluation of TEs. As pointed out by Chesterman and Wagner (2002, 89), the supposed 
equivalence between quality and the absence of errors is a “common misconception” as 
“[e]rror analysis, by definition, focusses on errors, so in this sense on negative quality 
[…]. This is not the whole picture, of course […]” (see also Hurtado Albir 2001, 289). 
Rather, the notion and assessment of TQ also involve “the presence of something positive, 
not just the absence of anything negative” (Chesterman and Wagner 2002, 89). 
Nevertheless, the definition of this ‘something’ has long been debated within both academia 
and the professional world, and resulted in a variety of different approaches to and criteria 
for the evaluation of TQ. Following Klaudy (1996, 197), 
[t]he traditional definition of the difference between school and professional 
translation assessment is that in school translation the translator’s objective is 
to inform the receiver (teacher) about his/her knowledge of the foreign 
                                                          
70 E.g. “Sical”, the Canadian Government Translation Bureau‘s Quality Measurement System (see section 
4.3.3, cf. Williams 2009, 7). 
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language, whereas the translator’s aim in professional translation is to inform 
the receiver (the reader) about the contents  of the original.  
This distinction between the didactic and professional approach to TQA also implies 
different conceptions of the TT: this is considered as a by-product of the ST in the didactic 
perspective and as an independent text in professional settings (Scarpa 2008, 207). As 
pointed out by Scarpa (2008), the above different conceptions reflect on the two pairs of 
criteria adopted in the professional and the academic world, i.e. the “real”, “dynamic”, and 
“quantitative” criteria of adequacy and acceptability, on the one side, and the “ideal”, “static” 
and “qualitative” criteria of accuracy and reader friendliness71, on the other. 
 
4.2.1 Adequacy 
The notion of adequacy has been used and conceptualised by different scholars in 
different ways. One of the most influential conceptualisations has been proposed by Toury, 
who, drawing on the notion of norms, defines adequacy as the “adherence to source norms” 
(1995, 56) implying the “heavy leaning on the assumed original” (2012, 79). Following 
Toury,  the best definition of adequacy (in the sense used by Toury) was actually 
formulated by Even-Zohar, who stated that  “[a]n adequate translation is a translation 
which realizes in the target language the textual relationships of a source text with no 
breach of its own [basic] linguistic system” (Even-Zohar 1975 in Toury 2012, 79). 
Nevertheless, from a functionalist perspective, “‘(pragmatically) adequate’ or ‘functionally 
appropriate’ translations” are translations which are “no longer a correct rendering of the 
ST, in the sense of reproducing the ST meanings of micro-level unit [but] rather a TT 
which effectively fulfils its intended role in the target culture” (Schäffner 1998, 2). 
In the context of TQA and with particular reference to specialised translation, adequacy 
can be assessed in terms of efficiency, i.e. “the relation between the outcome and the 
resources used, where the waste of energy and time [on the part of the translator] is 
proportional – and thus adequate – to successful communication” (Scarpa 2008, 212–213)72. 
In this context, the notion of adequacy appears rather dynamic and strongly related to the 
role of the various participants within the translation act. Hence, from the target-reader’s 
perspective adequacy relates to the communicative effectiveness of the text whereby the 
strongest communicative effect is achieved through a limited waste of cognitive resources; 
on the other hand, “for the client adequacy is related to monetary issues and measured 
through simple methods, e.g. the assessment of the number and severity of errors in 
relation to other parameters, such as the time devoted to external revision and the ratio 
                                                          
71 The term ‘reader friendliness’ is here used as an equivalent for the Italian “fruibilità” which includes 
(and does not equal) usability, the latter being intended by Scarpa as a specific parameter of technical 
translation (Byrne 2006). 
72 All quotations from Scarpa (2008) are my translations. 
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between correct words and the total number of words” (Scarpa 2008, 213)73. Taken to the 
extreme, such practical and dynamic approach to adequacy implies that 
there are no good translations, [but] only adequate ones. [In other words,] 
commercial translations cannot intrinsically be judged as ‘good’ or ‘bad’. 
Translations are a service. [sic.] so they are always target-specific. They must 
first and foremost satisfy the customer’s requirements, i.e. they must be 
adequate. Therefore translation quality can only be judged by these standards. 
(Kahl 1991, 150) 
4.2.2 Acceptability 
As is the case for adequacy, the definition of acceptability and of the parameters and 
methods for its assessment are still matters of ongoing debate (Williams 2009, 3). 
Following Toury, acceptability is located at the opposite pole of adequacy and can be 
defined as the “sweeping adherence to norms which originate and act in the target culture” 
(2012, 79). In fact, adequacy and acceptability might be represented as the two ends of a 
continuum displaying “a degree of incompatibility […] so that any attempt to get closer to 
the one would entail a distancing from the other. Any concrete case thus involves an ad hoc 
compromise between the two. Be that as it may, a translation will never be either adequate 
or acceptable. Rather, it will represent a blend of both” (Toury 2012, 70, original emphasis). 
Given this norm-based definition, acceptability is dynamic by nature and requires the 
consideration and fulfilment of the reader/addressee’s expectations (Vermeer 1996, 78). As 
pointed out by Neubert and Shreve (1992, 73),  
[f]or a text to be perceived as a piece of purposeful linguistic communication, it 
must be seen and accepted as a text. Acceptability […] does require that the 
addressee be able to identify and extract those contents […] and determine 
what kind of text the sender intended to send, and what was to be achieved by 
sending it. There is no single norm for acceptability.  
Rather, acceptability varies depending on the language and time considered. In sum, 
following the acceptability norm “a good translation is one that fits closely enough into the 
appropriate family of target-language texts, to which it is destined to belong. If it fits 
appropriately, it will meet the readers’ expectations about what a translated text (of a given 
type) should look like, under given conditions” (Chesterman and Wagner 2002, 92). 
                                                          
73 The balance between quality, time and costs appears to gain increasingly ground in the context of 
TQA as opposed to the mere evaluation of accuracy (see 4.2.3).  As pointed out by Robinson (2012, 7, 
original emphasis), “[i]ronically enough, traditional approaches to translation based on the non-
translating user’s need for a certain kind of text have only tended to focus on one of the user’s needs: 
reliability (often called ‘equivalence’ or ‘fidelity’). A full user-oriented approach to translation would 
recognize that timeliness and cost are equally important factors.”  
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Similarly, from the perspective of TQA, Scarpa (2008, 213) defines acceptability as “the 
adherence of the translation to the norms and conventions which are relevant in the context 
where the translation task is carried out and thus to the addressee’s expectations”. 
However, in the last few years, in both the translation industry and research, acceptability 
is increasingly being used as a synonym for TQ (cf. Castillo Rincón 2010, 17; see also 
Williams 2004; Bergen 2009; PACTE 2009; Pym 2009) with special reference to “an 
acceptable level of quality” (Williams 2009, 13–14). 
 
4.2.3 Accuracy 
A similar identity relation used to exist between TQ and accuracy, particularly in 
linguistic models where the TT was supposed to reproduce or imitate the lexical, syntactic 
and semantic features of the ST (cf. Schäffner 1998, 1; Magris 2005, 11). Following this 
approach, 
accuracy relates to the SL text, either to the author’s meaning, or to the 
objective truth that is encompassed by the text, or to this objective truth 
adapted to the intellectual and emotional comprehension of the readership 
which the translator and/or the client has in mind. That is the principle of a 
good translation; where it plainly starts falling short, it is a mistranslation. 
(Newmark 1991, 111) 
This implies a hierarchical relationship between the ST and the TT, the latter being 
perceived as a by-product of the former (Scarpa 2008, 207). Today, and with special 
reference to TQA, accuracy is generally considered just one parameter of TQ (e.g. 
Waddington 2001; Carl and Buch-kromann 2010; O’Brien 2012) focusing on the correct 
transmission of the content and message of the ST (cf. Scarpa 2008, 208; Palumbo 2009, 6). 
More precisely, it refers “to the extent to which a translation matches its original [even 
though] its actual meaning in the context of a given translation must depend on the type of 
equivalence found in the translation” (Shuttleworth and Cowie 2014, 3). In other words, 
“the contents of the translation must be true to the facts and to the interpretation of those 
facts within the limits of the domain or specialist field concerned” (Gouadec 2007, 10). 
 
4.2.4 Reader-friendliness 
According to Scarpa (2008), reader-friendliness includes the parameters of fluency and 
idiomaticity74, together with usability (cf. Byrne 2006) in the case of specialised translation.  
                                                          
74  The terms ‘fluency’ and ‘idiomaticity’ are used as equivalents of the Italian “leggibilità” and 
“naturalezza”. Fluency is here preferred to readability as the latter term commonly refers (as in this 
dissertation) to a specific quantification of grammatical intricacy (cf. Castello 2004; Eggins 2004, 97; see 
also section 3.3).  
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As the term implies, the main focus is in this case on the target reader. “To be reader-
friendly, a translation has to display a transparent style, i.e. satisfying the functional and 
stylistic requirements of economy, clarity and appropriateness” (Scarpa 2008, 210). 
 
4.2.5 Assessing the process: the international standards for translation quality 
As opposed to most of the criteria examined thus far, the international standards for 
quality management and assurance (the standards ISO 9000, which are not translation-
specific) and the European “Standard for Translation Service Providers” (EN 15038)75 do 
not focus on the translation product and its relation with the ST, TL, target culture or 
target reader. Rather, the former standard defines the quality of a service in terms of the 
equipment, processes and human resources needed to ensure minimum quality, while the 
latter focuses on the identification and description of the different phases of the translation 
process, from the client’s brief to the delivery of the translation. As pointed out by Mossop 
(2007a, 7), these standards are based on some key assumptions: 
[f]irst, quality is always relative to needs. There is no such thing as absolute 
quality. […] The second thing to note in the ISO definition is that needs are 
not just those stated but also those implied. The most important implied need in 
translation is accuracy. People who use the services of translators don’t ask for 
an accurate translation; they just assume that it will be accurate. 
This seems particularly true when considering that the above-mentioned European 
“Standard for Translation Service Providers” places considerable emphasis on the final 
phase of the translation process (Jakobsen 2002, 192–193), i.e. the revision phase. Different 
procedures are identified, namely “checking”, “revision”, “review”, and “proofreading”, the 
former two being compulsory, while the latter two are to be conveniently included in the 
service specifications. Checking is expected to be performed by the translator themselves 
upon completion of the final draft to ensure accuracy and completeness76, as well as to meet 
the agreed service specifications; revision must be carried out by a third person, different 
from the translator, who comparatively reads the ST and TT to ensure that the translation 
is suitable for its purpose. By contrast, both review and proofreading are unilingual re-
readings aiming to ensure the suitability to the agreed purpose (in the case of reviewing) 
and a final check of the TT before publication (in the case of proofreading). This special 
attention towards the revision phase of the translation process appears to be in line with the 
                                                          
75 For a discussion of the possible applications and effects of this standard on translator training, see 
Greere (2012).  
76 The standard does not use this two terms, but explicitly refers to the correct and complete conveyance 
of the meaning of the ST. 
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results of empirical research on the relation between careful comparative revision and TQ 
(see 5.3.1.2).77 
 
4.2.6 Assessing translation acceptability: methods and results 
Drawing on the previous considerations concerning the distinction between the mere 
evaluation of TEs and actual TQA (Chesterman and Wagner 2002, 89), this study adopts a 
twofold approach towards the evaluation of TQ in the TTs produced by the sample. On the 
one side, translation acceptability (TA) is assessed following the methodology developed by 
PACTE (PACTE 2009; see also Castillo Rincón 2010) and, on the other side, translation 
errors (TEs) are identified, classified and evaluated by combining the classifications and 
methods devised by Pym (1992), Mossop (2007a), and Vollmar (2001, quoted in Scarpa 
2008). This section focuses on the methods and results relating to TA, while TEs are 
discussed in section 4.3. 
4.2.6.1 Assessing acceptability through rich points 
Given the design, purpose and size of the present study, a suitable methodology for the 
assessment of TA was needed that could satisfy some basic requirements and needs: 
 first, the two main requirements of validity and reliability. “Validity is the extent to 
which an evaluation measures what it is designed to measure, [while r]eliability is 
the extent to which an evaluation produces the same results when administered 
repeatedly to the same population under the same conditions” (Williams 2009, 5, 
original emphasis); 
 second, the need for efficiency, i.e. for a reasonable ratio between the cognitive 
resources needed, the time spent on the task and the reliability of the outcome of the 
assessment itself. 
The methodology developed by PACTE (PACTE 2007; 2008; 2009; 2014) appeared to 
meet all the above needs and requirements: it was purposely developed to assess TA in the 
framework of a similar comparative study on TC and it appeared to ensure greater 
consistency and rapidity as compared to holistic evaluation. PACTE’s method involves the 
identification and evaluation of the so-called ‘rich points’ (RPs), i.e. “selected elements in the 
ST” displaying “three essential characteristics […]: (1) […] they should provide variety in 
the types of translation problems studied, (2) […] they do not lead to immediate and 
acceptable solutions and (3) […] they should be homogeneous in all the languages (so 
comparisons can be made)” (PACTE 2005a, 614). Given that only direct translation from 
English into Italian is analysed in this study, the third point does not apply to this 
investigation. 
                                                          
77 On the importance and the types of revising, see also Gouadec (2007). 
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PACTE’s method considers different acceptability criteria to be separately assessed 
when evaluating the translation of each RP; these are: 
 the meaning of the ST; 
 the function of the TT in terms of adherence to the translation brief, the reader’s 
expectations, and the genre conventions in the target culture; and 
 the use of appropriate language (PACTE 2007, 107; 2008, 117). 
Each criterion can be assessed as ‘acceptable’, ‘partially acceptable’ or ‘unacceptable’ 
(PACTE 2005a), so as to obtain a combination of three acceptability ratings for each RP. 
The twenty-seven possible combinations thus obtained are then permutated following the 
scheme in Appendix 12. This allows for each RP to be assigned an overall acceptability 
score, i.e. 1 for acceptable solutions, 0.5 for partially acceptable solutions, and 0 for 
unacceptable solutions. Following PACTE (2008, 117), acceptable, partially acceptable and 
unacceptable solutions78 are defined as follows: 
ACCEPTABLE SOLUTION (A): The solution activates all the relevant 
connotations of the ST in the context of the translation related to the meaning 
of the ST, function of the translation and language use. 
SEMI-ACCEPTABLE SOLUTION (SA): The solution activates some of the 
relevant connotations of the ST and maintains the coherence of the TL in the 
context of the related to the meaning of the ST, function of the translation and 
language use. 
NOT ACCEPTABLE SOLUTION (NA): The solution activates none of the 
relevant connotations of the ST or introduces connotations that are incoherent 
in the context of the translation related to the meaning of the ST, function of 
the translation and/or language use. 
The adoption of such an assessment method could present two potential problems. The 
first is the focus on a sample of the target text, as opposed to the entire text, and the second 
concerns the identification of suitable RPs accounting for the main translation difficulties of 
the ST. As concerns the first issue, a recent empirical study comparing the holistic and 
sample assessment through RPs of the same translations found that the two procedures 
lead to similar results (Castillo Rincón 2010). Very recently, other comparative studies 
considering holistic, analytic and sample assessment79 have drawn similar conclusions80, 
which supports the validity and reliability of time-saving sample evaluation procedures. 
                                                          
78  PACTE uses different English labels for the three degrees of acceptability identified (i.e., ‘semi-
acceptable’ or ‘partially acceptable’ on the one side, and ‘non-acceptable’, ‘unacceptable’ or ‘not acceptable’ 
on the other side), which explains the discrepancy between the labels used in the quotation and the rest of 
the text (cf. PACTE 2005a; 2008; 2009). For the purposes of this study, the following labels and 
abbreviations are used: ‘acceptable’ (A), ‘partially acceptable’ (PA), and ‘unacceptable’ (U). 
79 These studies focus on a sample evaluation procedure referred to as ‘PIE method’ (Preselected Items 
Evaluation), which shares common features with the rich point procedure. For further details cf. Kockaert 
and Segers (2012; 2014). 
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The second issue, i.e. the identification of suitable RPs, was overcome by PACTE 
through a pilot study carried out in 2004 in which the ST and selected RPs were trialled, 
i.e. tested to evaluate their actual representativeness of the main difficulties of the ST 
(PACTE 2009, 213). Given the lack of both time and human resources to conduct a  similar 
pilot study, for the purposes of this study the selection of RPs was carried out by six 
participants (2 from Group N, 1 from Groups I1 and I2, and 2 from Group P) and two 
experienced translator trainers, henceforth ‘selectors’. The eight selectors were provided 
the ST and a set of instructions containing the definition of RP and indicating the method 
for the identification and ranking thereof (see Appendix 10). They were instructed to 
identify at least twelve RPs by highlighting them on the ST, rank them from the most to the 
least problematic, and specify the type of difficulty among the following options: 
 terminological issue; 
 lexical reformulation issue; 
 syntactic reformulation issue; 
 ST comprehension issue; 
 idiom; 
 other, to be specified. 
Based on the selectors’ rankings, nine RPs relating to different types of difficulties were 
identified in each ST by selecting those which (a) were chosen by the highest number of 
participants and (b) ranked highest in the respective lists (see Table 4.1). 
  
                                                                                                                                                                            
80  See the presentations made at the Qualetra Final Conference (Antwerp, 16-17 October 2014) by 
Hendrik Kockaert (“Workstream 4: Evaluation”) and Mary Phelan, Carmen Valero Garcés, and Francisco 
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RP ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 
1 
Why I sent 
Oxford a 
rejection letter 
How low can 
you go? 
Looking for a 
Google 
The UN Commission 
on the Status of 
Women unmasks 
equality’s enemies 
























will be on the 
receiving end of 
violence 
eased a spat over 
4 Varying between 
without tackling 
cars 
grow big and 
strong 
ring hollow 





But is this as 
low as we could 
realistically go? 
headcount 
the “women are 
people, not punching 
bags” framework 







to strip out the 
language 
were put on hold 












All the evidence 
[on climate 
change] 
see no point 
in it 
disempowered to resent 
9 
It seems tragic 
that people often 





Table 4.1. Rich points per source text 
The evaluation of the translation of the selected RPs was conducted by three translator 
trainers from the SSLMIT of the University of Trieste having a long-standing experience 
in TQA for entrance and final module exams at both BA and MA level (henceforth 
‘assessors’). They were provided a MS Excel spreadsheet displaying the translations of each 
RP per participant (see Appendix 19) and a folder containing all the TTs to be accessed in 
case more context was deemed necessary at any stage of their assessment. Based on a set of 
definitions and indications (see Appendix 11), the assessors were required to assess the 
acceptability of each RP by means of the three categories identified by PACTE, i.e. 
meaning, function, and language (see columns 3, 6, 9 and 12 of Appendix 19), so that the 
spreadsheet could automatically make the relevant permutations and determine whether the 
translation of that given RP was acceptable, partially acceptable or unacceptable. Finally, 
the values obtained were entered into another spreadsheet to automatically calculate the 
number of acceptable, partially acceptable and unacceptable solutions per participant, as 
well as their final acceptability index (AI), i.e. the mean of the acceptability scores of the 
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nine RPs assessed per each participant (see Appendix 20). Based on their AIs (ranging from 
0 to 9), participants were then divided into five performance levels (PLs), defined as follows: 
 PL1: from 0 to 1.9; 
 PL2: from 2 to 3.9; 
 PL3: from 4 to 5.9; 
 PL4: from 6 to 7.9; 
 PL5: from 8 to 9. 
The results concerning the assessment of TA are discussed in the following section. 
4.2.6.2 Results of the assessment of translation acceptability 
In order to provide a more thorough analysis of TA, this section not only compares and 
contrasts the mean AIs of the four groups, but also considers their (a) respective range of 
AIs, (b) average number of acceptable, partially acceptable, and unacceptable solutions, and 
(c) distribution across the five PLs identified. 
A preliminary contrastive analysis of the groups’ mean AIs provides a first hint of the 
general trends observed in relation to TA, with professionals mostly outperforming 
translation trainees. As shown in Chart 4.1 below, professionals scored the highest mean 
AIs in all tasks except T3, where – rather surprisingly – the highest mean AI is scored by 
novices. 
 
Chart 4.1. Mean acceptability index per group 
Hence, the non-specialist nature of the ST does not appear to have affected 
professionals’ performance, even though, working near-exclusively with specialist texts, 
they lamented the lack of familiarity with the genre as a difficulty (see 5.3.1.1). Similarly, 
the familiarity with the genre does not seem to have positively affected the performance of 
trainees either, as they consistently scored lower than professionals despite non-specialist 
translation being largely focused on in the BA and, partially, the MA programmes. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N  5.27 6.65 7.81 6.19 7.69 
Group I1 6.14 6.79 6.65 5.30 7.21 
Group I2 6.35 6.85 7.57 6.50 6.61 
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It is also interesting to note that trainees’ performances do not appear to improve 
consistently with their supposed level of TC. Novices scored the lowest mean AI only in 
two out of five tasks and, most importantly, outperformed all groups in T3 and scored the 
second highest AI in T5. In sum, trainees ranked according to their supposed level of TC 
only in the first two tasks, while in the remaining three tasks novices mostly scored 
comparatively higher values than intermediates. For their part, intermediates mostly rank 
according to their supposed TC, with the sole exception of T5. Contrary to expectations, 
these data might not only suggest that there is no consistent improvement in the 
performance of trainees but also – most importantly and contradictorily – that translations 
produced by unexperienced (novices) vs. trained translators (intermediates) do not differ 
significantly in terms of acceptability. In other words, training does not seem to 
significantly contribute to the improvement of translation acceptability and in fact appears 
to negatively affect the performance of more experienced trainees, to the extent that 
intermediates often underperformed with respect to novices.  
The same results are also obtained when considering the weighted mean of RPs per 
each group, i.e. the average level of acceptability per RP calculated as follows: 
𝑊𝑀 𝑅𝑃𝑠 =
(𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑢𝑛𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑅𝑃𝑠 ∗ 3) + (𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑦 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑅𝑃𝑠 ∗ 2) +  𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑅𝑃𝑠
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑅𝑃𝑠
 
Results can range from a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 3: the lower the weighted 
mean of RPs, the higher the average level of acceptability per RP. The comparative analysis 
of the groups’ weighted means in Chart 4.2 shows the same rankings as in Chart 4.1, 
though in inverse order due to the way in which the weighted mean of RPs is calculated. 
 
Chart 4.2. Weighted mean of RPs per group 
This not only fully confirms the results of the analysis based on the mean AI, but also 
shows that all RPs have generally been assessed as acceptable since the weighted means of 
the four groups tend to be close to the minimum value of 1 and never exceed the middle 
Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Test 5  
Group N 1.83 1.52 1.26 1.62 1.29 
Group I1 1.63 1.49 1.52 1.82 1.40 
Group I2 1.59 1.48 1.32 1.56 1.53 












Weighted mean of RPs  
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value of 2. The highest weighted means (e.g. 1.83 for Group N in T1 and 1.82 for I1 in T4) 
might result either from a greater proportion of partially acceptable solutions or from a 
balance between acceptable and unacceptable solutions, i.e. a decrease in the average 
number of acceptable solutions paralleled by an increase in the average number of 
unacceptable solutions. Further insights into this can be gained through the analysis of the 
average number of RPs assessed as, respectively, acceptable, partially acceptable and 
unacceptable per each group (see Appendix 26). Data show indeed that the variability in the 
weighted means of RPs – and consequently in the mean AIs – is mostly due to the different 
proportion of acceptable vs. unacceptable solutions, rather than to a preponderance of 
partially acceptable RPs over the other two categories. With some minor exceptions (i.e. 
Group I2 in T3, Groups N and I1 in T4, Group I2 in T5), partially acceptable solutions 
appear not to vary considerably from one group to the other.  
It should be noted that acceptability depends more on the parameters of meaning and 
function rather than language. This is particularly clear when observing the permutations 
leading to acceptable and partially acceptable solutions in Appendix 12, which require in 
both cases that meaning is considered as acceptable even though language can be assessed 
as partially acceptable or unacceptable. In other words, using Mossop’s terminology (2007a; 
see also 4.3.4.1), acceptable solutions cannot involve transfer and content errors affecting 
meaning, but might involve language errors. Hence, the increase or decrease in the number 
of acceptable and unacceptable solutions mainly results from content-related errors 
affecting sense (see 4.3.4). Consequently, given that the average number of unacceptable 
solutions tends to be (much) more reduced in advanced trainees and professionals as 
compared to novices, it can be assumed that training and experience have a strong influence 
on transfer- and content-related errors. It should also be noted that the few exceptions to 
the generalised consistent decrease in the number of unacceptable solutions from the stage 
of novice to that of professional are all to be found in Cohort Ic, which underperformed in 
all tasks as compared to the other groups (see Group I1 in T2 and T3 and Group I2 in T5). 
Other interesting conclusions are suggested by the analysis of the range of within-
group AIs (see Chart 4.3 below), i.e. the interval between the lowest and highest AI scored 
by the participants within each group, and the SD of the AIs of the four groups. 
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Chart 4.3. Range of acceptability indexes within each group 
As concerns the range of acceptability, aside from some minor exceptions (i.e. I1 in T1 
and T3 and I2 in T5), a general tendency can be observed for more experienced – and 
supposedly more competent – translators to fall within shorter ranges of values, which 
means that their translations display more homogeneous levels of acceptability. Also, it 
should be noted that, in four out of five tasks, the lowest AIs are alternately scored by 
novices and first-year intermediates, i.e. by the least experienced participants in the sample. 
It seems therefore that training causes a sort of levelling out of trainees’ performance, with 
an increase in the minimum level of acceptability reached by all participants within the 
same group. 
This levelling out is also confirmed by the SDs of within-group AIs, measuring the 
dispersion from the mean of the values scored by participants within the same group. A low 
SD indicates that the values tend to be very close to the mean of the dataset, while a high 
SD indicates that they tend to evenly spread out over the interval. The groups’ SDs in 
Table 4.2 below confirm that the translations by more experienced trainees tend to display 
comparable levels of acceptability. The highest SDs are generally scored by the least 
experienced and supposedly least competent trainees, with a consistent decrease when 
moving from the stage of novice to that of final-year intermediate. 
 
SD Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 1.39 2.23 1.06 1.46 
T2 1.63 0.95 0.75 1.22 
T3 1.22 1.78 0.61 1.00 
T4 1.33 0.86 0.87 0.96 
T5 0.85 1.23 1.83 0.46 
Table 4.2. Standard deviation of acceptability indexes per group 
Training seems to affect translation performance transversally by raising the average 














































T1 T2 T3 T4 T5
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
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performing trainees, particularly in the case of second-year intermediates, who scored 
lowest in all tasks except T5. 
Further supporting evidence to this observation is provided by the distribution of 
participants across the five performance levels (PLs) identified in the analysis (see Appendix 
27). The analysis of the PLs suggests a relation between the supposed level of TC and the 
number and type of the PLs participants fall within, which appear to be in inverse 
proportion. More specifically, the trends observed are as follows: 
 novices tend to spread across a higher number of PLs (mostly 3 vs. 2) and/or some 
of them generally fall within a lower PL as compared to the groups of more 
experienced translators (e.g., PL2 in T1 and PL3 T2); 
 first-year intermediates mostly follow the same trend as novices in terms of the 
number of PLs covered (e.g., in T1 and T2), even though most of them generally 
cluster around the (two) highest PL(s) they fall within (e.g., PL4 and PL5 in T2, 
T3, and T5); 
 second-year intermediates cluster around two PLs in all tasks and mostly fall 
within the second highest PL (PL4), with some of them being included either in 
PL3 (e.g., in T1 and T4) or PL5 (e.g., in T2 and T3). This general rule applies to all 
tasks except T5, where participants spread across three PLs and mostly fall within 
PL3; 
 with the exception of T1, professionals always fall within the (two) highest 
performance level(s). 
In sum, the overall distribution of the participants across the five PLs seems to suggest 
a general improvement in their performance from the stage of novice to that of first-year 
intermediate, followed by a sort of levelling out in the second year of the MA programme, 
with most second-year intermediates scoring rather high AIs. This general improvement in 
the overall level of acceptability may be reasonably ascribed to systematic training, which 
also reflects on the mean acceptability of the individual RPs. 
 
4.3 Translation errors 
The analysis and assessment of translation errors is intended here as complementary to 
the assessment of translation acceptability and is meant to provide insights into the 
quantity and quality of errors made by more and less experienced translators. This allows 
not only for a more thorough assessment of the TTs produced within the investigation, but 
also for the identification of specific underdeveloped competencies in trainees as well as the 
evaluation of the impact of training on the number and type of errors made by trainees. 
Before presenting the methods and results of error analysis and assessment (see 4.3.4), 
this section provides an introduction to the notion(s) of error developed within TS (see 
4.3.1), discusses some classifications of translation errors (see 4.3.2), and gives an overview 
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on the different methods of evaluation proposed so far within both academia and the 
professional market (see 4.3.3).  
 
4.3.1 The notion and definition of error 
The notion and definition of translation error are far from being univocal and 
unanimously agreed-upon; actually, “[t]here are almost as many theoretical differentiations 
of errors as there are theorists” (Joyce 1997, 146). As pointed out by Palumbo (2009, 125), 
“[t]he definition of translation error will change according to the particular context where 
assessment is carried out”, i.e. whether in professional or didactic settings. From a didactic 
perspective, error analysis is deemed to provide “teaching resources [to] identify the areas 
of competency that need to be strengthened” (Kiraly 1995, 111; see also Scarpa 2008, 230–
231). Hence, the emphasis is on the causes of errors and the methods and strategies to be 
applied in order to teach trainees how errors can be avoided. Conversely, in professional 
settings errors are generally used to assess the quality of a given translation or the 
competence of a given translator, with a focus on their effects rather than their causes 
(Scarpa 2008, 231). 
Moreover, since “the quality of a translation cannot be considered in absolute terms, but 
rather as ‘negotiable’ between the translator and the client (hence, between the trainer and 
the trainee in the didactic settings), the concept of error consequently becomes much looser 
and more ambiguous” (Magris 2004, 200)81. By way of example, the use of a different font 
or spacing in a translation might be considered an error according to the translation brief in 
a professional context or it could be (totally or partially) irrelevant when the assessment is 
conducted in a didactic setting.  
Despite these different approaches and perspectives, the definition of error remains 
crucial for both the academic and professional world, since “there is no translation practice, 
neither translator training, nor fundamental or applied research on translation which does 
not refer, implicitly or explicitly, to the notion of error” (Gouadec 1989, 35)82. This explains 
the great interest raised by translation errors and the variety of definitions that have been 
proposed to date. Moreover, as observed by Hurtado Albir (2001, 290), other concurrent 
terms have been used in TS to refer to translation errors, e.g. ‘faults’ (also ‘faute’ in French), 
‘deviations’, ‘inadequacies’, or ‘mistakes’. For instance, Nord notices that “[i]n foreign-
language teaching a mistake or error is normally defined as a deviation from a system of 
norms or rules (cf. Cherubim 1980, Presch 1980)” ([1997]2014, emphasis added; see also 
Mossop 1989; Chesterman and Wagner 2002), which of course raises the thorny questions 
of the notion and definition of “norms” in translation. The term ‘fault’, on the other hand, is 
used by Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, and Cormier in their English definition of “Translation error: 
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[a]ny fault occurring in the target text, ascribable either to ignorance or to inadequate 
application of translation principles, translation rules, or translation procedures.” (1999, 
189, emphasis added). Also for the corresponding French term the same authors did not 
choose ‘erreur de traduction’ but ‘faute de traduction’ (1999, 39). The concept of 
(in)adequacy, which is also involved in the above definition, generally relates to 
functionalist or function-oriented definitions of translation error, as in the examples below: 
If a translation text, in order to be adequate, is to fulfil the requirement of a 
dimensional, and as a result of this, a functional match, then any mismatch 
along the dimensions is an error. (House 1997, 45, emphasis added) 
For functionalism, the notion of translation error must be defined in terms of 
the purpose of the translation process or product. […] This means that a 
particular expression or utterance is not inadequate in itself; it only becomes 
inadequate with regard to the communicative function it was supposed to 
achieve. (Nord 1997, 93, emphasis added) 
In general terms, a translation error can be described as an equivalence which is 
inadequate in relation to the translation assignment. (Hurtado Albir 2001, 289 
emphasis added)  
However, one of the main criticisms against the functionalist approach comes from the 
fact that, since TTs can be given any function, the relation between the ST and TT can 
ultimately become so weak that the TT might not be any longer considered a translation 
(cf. Magris 2005, 13). 
Other definitions adopt a more practical approach towards the identification of 
translation errors, particularly in the professional setting. Errors are in this case identified 
and evaluated based on their impact on the content of the ST and the target reader. This is 
the case for the definition proposed by Magris (2005, 15), who defines errors as “every 
feature which negatively affects the communicative effectiveness of the translation in terms 
of both the transposition of the author’s communicative intents and the effect exerted by the 
text on the target reader”83. 
From the same professional perspective, errors have also been defined in relation to the 
work of revisers as “[a]ny feature of a text which requires correction or improvement.” 
(Mossop 2007a, 166, original emphasis), which seems to imply the consideration of both the 
translation brief and the relation with the ST. Mossop also provides a classification of the 
interventions made by revisers which is a list of the different features to be checked in a 
translation and, at the same time, a classification of the errors that can be identified. 
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Mossop’s classification is discussed more in detail in section 4.3.4.1, while section 4.3.2 
provides a brief overview on other classifications of errors devised within TS. 
 
4.3.2 Types of errors 
The classification of translation errors has major implications in both translator 
training and the profession. As pointed out by Hansen (2009, 313), 
[t]he fundamental idea of classification is conceptualizing and categorizing 
phenomena according to similarities and differences (Strauss/Corbin 1998: 
66ff). Classification categories contribute to clarity when we have to describe 
and explain phenomena like, for example, errors and necessary changes in a 
translated text that has to be corrected. They facilitate description, explanation, 
communication and mutual understanding.  
This seems particularly relevant within the professional practice, where translators and 
revisers may be asked to justify their choices or corrections, but equally applies to training 
settings where trainers should explain to trainees the reasons for their corrections and the 
areas in which the translation needs improvement. Also, such classifications may turn useful 
to identify the potential causes of errors and monitor trainees’ improvement as well as to 
develop suitable and reliable criteria for TQA (cf. Magris 2005, 16). 
Existing classifications of translation errors include diverse categories, varying in terms 
of both the number and types of errors included. These classifications range from ‘simple’ 
dichotomies to extensive lists of categories comprising up to 675 different types of errors 
(Gouadec 1981). Two well-known dichotomies have been proposed by Pym (1992) and 
House (1997), the one opposing “binary” and “non-binary” errors and the other opposing 
“overt” and “covert” errors respectively. The former classification has been used in the 
present analysis and is further discussed in section 4.3.4.1 below. As concerns House’s 
classification, on the other hand, the difference between overt and covert errors has been 
developed within the functionalist framework and thus draws on the notion of textual 
function. Any mismatches between the functional dimensions of the ST and TT are 
“referred to as covertly erroneous errors. These [are] differentiated from those overtly 
erroneous errors which [result] either from a mismatch of the denotative meanings of 
source and translation text elements or from a breach of the target language system” 
(House 1997, 45). As pointed out by Magris (2005, 21), this implies that (a) the socio-
cultural norms of the SL and TL are comparable, (b) the systemic differences between the 
two languages can be reconciled in that given translation, and (c) the translation has no 
other additional function as compared to the ST.  
Another classification based on binarism has been developed at the Copenhagen 
Business School and presented by Hansen in her paper A classification of errors in Translation 
and Revision (2009, 320–322). It comprises two different categories of errors, namely: 
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A. “errors in relation to the affected units and levels of linguistic and stylistic 
description”, including “pragmatic errors” (i.e. “misinterpretations of the 
translation brief and/or the communication situation”), “text-linguistic errors” (i.e. 
“violation of the semantic, logical or stylistic coherence”), “semantic (lexical) 
errors”, “idiomatic errors”, “stylistic errors”, “morphological errors”, “syntactical 
errors”, and “facts wrong”; 
B. “errors in relation to the cause ‘interference’ or ‘false cognates’”,  including “lexical 
interference”, “syntactic interference”, “text-semantic interference”, and “cultural 
interference”. 
However, as pointed out by Hansen herself (2009, 322), an empirical tentative 
application of the above classification (Pavlovic 2007) revealed that “[t]hough the same 
units and levels are relevant – the structure of the languages and the language pairs (in 
relation to each other) have an impact on the most appropriate classification of the typical 
errors.” 
Moving to more extensive lists of typologies, Chesterman (2002, 92–93) proposes a 
norm-based definition or error (see 4.3.1) and consequently, even though implicitly, 
identifies four categories of errors resulting from the breach of (a) the acceptability norm, 
(b) the relation norm, (c) the communication norm, and (d) the accountability norm. In 
addition, he points out that, within TS, scholars generally distinguish 
between language errors and translation errors. A language error has to do 
with the language or style of the translation as a piece of text in its own right, 
caused by stylistic inconsistency, for instance, or lack of clarity, or ignorance of 
the correct technical term. A translation error is caused by some methodological 
fault in the translation process, such as not establishing or maintaining the 
appropriate equivalence between the two texts, not using the appropriate 
resource, or not using an optimal translation strategy, breaking a translation 
norm. (Chesterman and Wagner 2002, 89–90) 
This is indeed the case for the classification suggested in Translation Terminology 
(Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, and Cormier 1999), where the authors distinguish between language 
and translation errors, but also suggest the additional category of methodological error. 
The three categories are defined as follows: 
Translation error. Any fault occurring in the target text, ascribable either to 
ignorance or to inadequate application of translation principles, translation 
rules, or translation procedures. 
Language error. An error that occurs in the target text and can be ascribed to 
the lack of knowledge of the target language or of its use. 
Methodological error. The result of a failure to apply translation principles, 
translation rules, or translation procedures or of a disregard for professional 
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practice and usage, which can lead to a language error or a translation error in 
the target text.  (Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, and Cormier 1999) 
Each of these categories also includes other subcategories of errors, some of which fall 
simultaneously within two categories (e.g. barbarism): 
 translation errors include “adaptation” (114), “addition” (115), “barbarism” (121), 
“inappropriate paraphrase” (146), “incorrect meaning” (147), “interference” (148), 
“misinterpretation” (159), “nonsense” (163), “overtranslation” (165), inadequate use 
of a “subordinate term” (182), “undertranslation” (189); 
 language errors include “barbarism” (121), “inappropriate expression” (146), abused 
“repetition” (174); and 
 methodological errors include the “atomistic” (119) approach to textual analysis, 
“calques” (112), “sentence by sentence translation” (158), “interference” (148), 
“inappropriate paraphrase” (146), “hypertranslation” (143), and “recoding” (158). 
In this brief overview, it is also worth including at least one categorisation used in the 
professional setting, in addition to the SICAL system, which is discussed in the following 
section. An example is provided by Magris (2004, 209), who reports on the criteria adopted 
by the German firm IBM Deutschland Informationsysteme (cf. Schmitt 1997, 308–309). The 
translation manual of the firm contains very clear guidelines about translation quality and 
identifies three different categories: 
 conceptual errors, i.e. errors leading to the misuse of the product and preventing 
the client from carrying out his/her normal activity; conceptual errors include for 
instance omissions of the source text, ambiguous, inaccurate or incorrect  
renditions, syntactic or punctuation errors affecting meaning; 
 terminological errors, e.g. the failure to use IBM terminology or the inconsistent 
use thereof; and 
 linguistic errors, i.e. failure to respect grammatical, spelling or punctuation rules, 
use of outdated or wordy phraseology. 
The manual also contains indications about the quality standards of the TTs: 
translations are expected not to include any content error, while terminological and 
language errors are tolerated up to a maximum of one every ten pages. The professional 
approach to the classification of errors appears quite practical, with a special focus on the 
effects that content errors might have on the client’s activity. Also, the fact that content 
errors are not tolerated implies that they are considered far more severe than those in the 
other two categories, which are assumed to have no practical implications. 
 
4.3.3 Assessment of errors 
A practical approach is also adopted and suggested for error evaluation by both 
Gouadec (2007) and Mossop (2007a), the former in relation to the professional practice of 
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translators and the latter in connection with the revising and editing of translated texts. 
With regard to professional translators, Gouadec (2007, 10) points out that they 
must first and foremost strive to avoid making serious errors (those that can 
cause considerable damage, like mistranslating drug dosages, switching round 
the connections in a wiring diagram, confusing a rise with a fall or clockwise 
with anti-clockwise. . .) or producing nonsense (e.g. increase the inflation of the 
bladder instead of “inflate the football”).  
The severity of errors is thus measured in relation to their potential negative impact on 
reality. Mossop makes a similar distinction between major and minor errors in relation to 
the methods, strategies, and practices for professional revisers and editors. The focus is 
once again on the possible consequences of errors, whose severity depends on the negative 
effect they could produce not only on reality but also within the text itself. 
It is important to distinguish major from minor problems when making a 
quantified assessment. A major error is one which has serious consequences. 
[…] Thus, ‘consequence of mistranslation’ can only mean that the reader may 
well misunderstand the message. […] As to language errors, these will hardly 
be major in terms of negative material effect […]. Minor errors are mainly of 
importance when diagnosing and advising a translator [and] also need to be 
counted when making a quantitative assessment […].” (Mossop 2007a, 151–
152) 
This entails at least two other considerations. First, there is a relationship between the 
nature and severity of errors, in that language errors are unlikely to result in major 
misinterpretations while content-related errors might considerably affect the meaning of 
the ST (see also Williams 1989, 8). Second, the difference between major and minor errors 
is fundamental to the quantification of errors and, ultimately, to objective and reliable TQA. 
The notions of objectivity and quantity in translation error assessment are closely related 
to each other, since “[‘o]bjective’ usually means quantified, that is, the assessment will take 
the form of a number obtained by counting errors. Ratings should be objective in the sense 
that if two assessors examine the same text, they both arrive at the same general 
assessment” (Mossop 2007a, 150).  
Unfortunately, a quantitative approach to the assessment of translation errors is all but 
univocal and easy to operationalise. An example of such a system of evaluation is SICAL 
(Système Canadien d’Appréciation de la Qualité Linguistique), i.e. the Canadian 
Government Translation Bureau’s Quality Measurement System. The system was 
developed in the 1970s drawing on the work of Vinay and Darbelnet and consists of the 
analysis and assessment of a representative sample of 400 words of a TT (cf. Magris 2004; 
Williams 2009; Castillo Rincón 2010). Over the last few decades, SICAL has evolved 
considerably and in its third version, SICAL III, the initial extensive list of categories of 
errors (over 100, cf. Williams 2009, 7) is reduced to the binary opposition between 
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“transfer” and “language” errors. From the point of view of severity, errors can be assessed 
as “minor” or “major”: 
 a major translation error involves the “complete failure to render the meaning of a 
word or passage that contains an essential element of the message; also, 
mistranslation resulting in a contradiction of or significant departure from the 
meaning of an essential element of the message” (Williams 1989, 26; see also 2009, 
8); conversely, 
 a major language error is defined as an “[i]ncomprehensible, grossly incorrect 
language or rudimentary error in an essential element of the message” (Williams 
1989, 26; see also 2009, 8). 
Based on the number of major and minor errors in the selected sample of text, the 
translation can be assigned four different ratings:  
 A – Superior, if it includes 0 major errors and up to 6 minor errors; 
 B – Acceptable, whether there are no major errors and up to 12 minor errors; 
 C – Revisable, if it includes no more than 1 major error and 18 minor errors; and 
 D – Unacceptable, if none of the previous standards is met. 
However, this apparently simple and operational quantitative approach to TQA was 
often criticised for overlooking the “working conditions, deadlines, level of difficulty of the 
source text and the ‘overassessment’ of target language errors” and was eventually replaced 
by the quality control standard of “zero defects” (Williams 2009, 9). Yet, the sampling 
evaluation of errors is still practised within the Canadian translation bureau. 
Form this brief introduction to the classification and evaluation of errors, it can be 
concluded that translation error assessment is crucial for TQA; preferably, classifications 
include short lists of categories which are, in their turn, often related to a given severity 
rating. As pointed out by Mossop (2007a, 150),  
[q]uality assessment should not be a lengthy process in which a complex 
system of criteria is used. Errors may be divided into steps, but it is important 
to avoid a system in which one is frequently wasting time wondering whether a 
particular mistake is of type x or type y. Many of the error typologies devised 
by translation schools, while perhaps pedagogically useful, are far too lengthy 
for use in the professional context. 
Drawing on these considerations, for the purposes of this study three methodologies for 
the identification, classification and assessment of errors have been combined, as outlined in 
the following section. 
 
4.3.4 Assessing translation errors: methods and results 
In the framework of this investigation, the identification, analysis and assessment of 
TEs aims to (a) provide some insights into the number and types of errors made by more 
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and less experienced translators, and (b) integrate TQA by supporting the sample 
assessment of translation acceptability with full-text analysis of TEs. Section 4.3.4.1 
presents the combined method adopted for investigating TEs, while data analysis is 
discussed in section 4.3.4.2.  
4.3.4.1 Analysing and assessing translation errors: a combined methodology 
For the purposes of this study, a combination of three different classifications was used 
for the identification, analysis and assessment of errors. In order to reduce the impact of 
subjective judgement and mere stylistic preferences, error analysis relies on Pym’s 
distinction between binary and non-binary errors. Following Pym (1992, 282), 
[a] binary error opposes a wrong answer to the right answer; [while] non-
binarism requires that the TT actually selected be opposed to at least one 
further TT1 which could also have been selected, and then to possible wrong 
answers. For binarism, there is only right and wrong; for non-binarism there 
are at least two right answers and then the wrong ones.  
Drawing on his definition of TC, i.e. the ability to select the ‘best’ translation within the 
range of possible solutions (see Chapter I), Pym explains that “fundamental binarism has 
nothing to do with translational competence” since binary errors pertain to language or 
terminological knowledge, while only non-binary errors can be translation-specific. 
Nevertheless, “[a]lthough all translational errors are non-binary by definition (my 
[Pym’s] definition), this does not mean that all non-binary errors are necessarily 
translational” (Pym 1992, 282). However, this distinction between translation-specific and 
non-translation-specific errors does not appear equally relevant outside the scope of Pym’s 
definition. Terminological errors are a case in point, as they are considered as language-
related (vs. translation-specific) within Pym’s approach, but actually affect one of the 
specific sub-competences of TC identified by recent componential models, e.g. “domain 
competence” in the model devised by Göpferich (2009) and “thematic competence” in the 
EMT model (2009; see also Chapter I). Although this study does not adopt the definition of 
TC proposed by Pym, his classification based on binarism is employed here to discriminate 
between objective translation errors, requiring necessary correction, and stylistic and/or 
subjective errors, whose correction might be due more to the stylistic preferences and 
idiosyncrasies of the individual reviser rather than to the objective need to correct a 
mistake. Hence, the errors analysed and assessed in the following section are errors 
“earning a simple line through them (“It’s wrong!”)” (Pym 1992, 282); non-binary errors, on 
the other hand, were not considered for the purposes of this analysis. 
Once identified on the basis of Pym’s binary distinction, errors were classified in order 
to (a) provide a qualitative analysis of the type of errors found in the translations produced 
by the four groups of participants, and (b) highlight possible patterns of association with 
their supposed level of TC. This type of analysis, based on the classification of translation 
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errors, may also turn out to be useful for didactic purposes, as it can be used “for developing 
instructional approaches and would indicate the way that translation students attempt to 
internalize translation skills” (Kiraly 1995, 31). The classification adopted was first 
proposed by Brian Mossop in 200184 with the aim to provide the necessary theoretical 
background and practical guidelines for revising and editing translated texts in both the 
didactic and professional settings. In his book, Mossop (2007a) identifies 12 different 
parameters which have to be considered when revising a translation. These are grouped 
into four main categories, i.e. “transfer”, “content”, “language”, and “presentation”. Transfer 
includes checking for accuracy and completeness, while content refers to logic and factual 
issues; language-related parameters are the most numerous and include smoothness, 
tailoring, sub-language, idiom, and mechanics; finally, presentation relates to layout, 
typographic and organisational issues. A more detailed description of each parameter with 









Following Mossop (2007a, 100), the correspondence in terms of meaning 
between the ST and the TT is “the most important feature of a translation” for 
non-literary texts. Translations are not supposed to be “as accurate as possible, 
but as accurate as necessary” depending on their final use. Also, accuracy is 
generally negotiated with readability and linguistics to find a balance between 
overaccurate unreadable translations and inaccurate highly readable TTs.  
• Completeness: 
Unless otherwise specified in the translation brief, translations are generally 
assumed to convey the whole of the message of the ST following the ‘NANS’ 
principle (No Additions No Subtractions). However, Mossop (2007a, 102) 
specifies that “the NANS principle should not be taken too literally [as] small 
additions and subtractions are inevitable [and] the principle really only applies 
to relevant meaning”, which obviously excludes the omission of redundancy and 
unnecessary repetitions. It should also be noted that completeness does not 
equal explicitness in terms of explications of implied meaning, but may require 
additional cultural and/or technical information where needed.   
                                                          
84
 Mossop, B. (2001). Revising and Editing for Translators. Manchester: St. Jerome. 
CHAPTER IV 










Logic errors are “nonsenses, contradictions between sentences impossible 
temporal or casual sequences” (Mossop 2007a, 104) that may jeopardise the 
reader’s comprehension of the TT. They might result from the simple 
reproduction of illogical meaning in the ST or can be introduced by translators 
because of some deficiencies in their linguistic knowledge of the SL. 
• Facts: 
This category refers to factual, mathematical and conceptual errors. As 
exemplified by Mossop (2007a, 64), “[f]actual errors […] include incorrect 
street addresses, incorrect website addresses, not-quite-right names of 
organizations […], incorrect references[, and] the accuracy of quotations from 
publications”. Conceptual errors are also related to facts and include for instance 











Smoothness errors arise in cases when poor sentence structures or connections 
between sentences negatively affect reading in terms of both understanding and 
speed. Examples of such errors are “poor sequencing of verb tenses from 
sentence to sentence, as well as improper selection of tense” (Mossop 2007a, 
106). 
• Tailoring: 
Tailoring refers to suitability for purpose. The translation should use “the right 
‘level of language’, that is, the right degree of formality and technicality and the 
right emotive tone, and the vocabulary must be suited to the education level of 
the readers” (Mossop 2007a, 107). 
• Sub-language: 
Sub-language errors arise from the failure to use the lexical, syntactic and 
rhetoric features of a specific field, including the relevant terminology and 
phraseology used in the TL. 
• Idiom: 
This category refers to the unidiomatic use of language, i.e. to the failure to use 
those limited “grammatical possible combinations of words [that] are actually 
used” (Mossop 2007a, 109) in a given language. This calls for special attention 
towards the frequency of use of certain lexical items or phrases, as well as 
sentence sequencing and rhetoric.  
• Mechanics: 
Mechanics includes “errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation and usage, 
[compliance with] any style manual or house style sheet [,] punctuation and 
number-writing conventions[, and c]apitalization” (Mossop 2007a, 110–111). 
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Errors in the translation layout may affect text readability and make it harder 
for the client or reader to compare the ST and the TT for simple checking 
and/or in the case of facing-page translation. Layout includes the appropriate 
use of margins, spacing, indentations, text alignment, bulleted and numbered 
lists. 
• Typography: 
Typographic errors relate to the use of moderate and consistent fonts in terms 
of both size and typology. 
• Organisation: 
Organisation issues concern the text structure in terms of page references 
within the body of the text, “numbering or littering of headings, subheadings, 
chapter/section titles, figures and tables, as well as their wording [which has 
to] match that found in the Table of Contents” (Mossop 2007a, 112) where 
relevant.    
Table 4.3. Mossop’s classification of errors 
All the above parameters have been adopted in this investigation for the classification of 
translation errors, with the only exception of presentation parameters. As pointed out by 
Mossop himself, (2007a, 112), presentation issues are in fact generally tackled by typists, 
editors and/or printers rather than revisers. In sum, the error analysis that has been carried 
out in this study is based on nine different types of errors, i.e. those affecting accuracy, 
completeness, logic, facts, smoothness, tailoring, sub-language, idiom, and mechanics. 
As concerns the assessment of translation errors, the analysis adopts a professional 
rather than a didactic approach. As outlined by Klaudy (1996, 199), 
[t]he main difference between a teacher and a reviser springs from the different 
aims of their error-correction strategies: 
- the aim of the teacher’s error-correction strategies is to develop the translation 
skills of would-be translators; 
- the aim of the reviser’s error-correction strategies is to facilitate the 
understanding  between the source language writer and the target language 
audience. 
The latter approach was felt to be more in line with the final aim of the investigation, 
which is not to provide didactic guidance to future translators or check their translation 
and/or language skills, but rather to assess as objectively as possible the quality of their 
translations. To this end, a severity scale for professional purposes was adopted which, on 
the one hand, allowed for a clear and easy assessment of errors, and, on the other, could 
easily combine with Mossop’s classification of errors above (cf. Scarpa 2008, 240). This 
severity scale was first implemented by a major German translation agency for the 
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evaluation of outsourced translations (Vollmar 2001). It is based on three main parameters, 
namely: 
 ‘visibility’ in terms of both the position of the error within the text and the 
possibility for the reader to spot it, 
 ‘repetition of the same error’ within the TT, and 
 ‘failure to correct the error’ after the intervention of a reviser. 
Drawing on this, the severity scale distinguishes between “critical”, “major”, and 
“minor” errors, whose description is integrated with Mossop’s classification by Scarpa as 
follows: 
Critical errors: accuracy, completeness, factual or linguistic and stylistic errors 
resulting in the misinterpretation of the text (e.g., contradictions, nonsense, 
omissions, misleading additions, conceptual errors, misleading terminology) 
that cannot be spotted by the target reader; a major error repeated more than 
once and/or in a visible or critical part of the text; failure to implement previous 
correction of a major error. 
Major errors: accuracy, completeness, factual or linguistic and stylistic errors 
resulting in a minor misinterpretation of the text (contradictions, nonsense, 
omissions, misleading additions, conceptual errors, terminological errors, typos) 
which can be nonetheless spotted by the target reader; a minor error repeated 
more than once and/or in a visible or critical part of the text; failure to 
implement previous correction of a minor error. 
Minor errors: linguistic and stylistic errors (grammar, spelling, phraseology and 
terminology, false friends, interference, sequence of verb tenses) which do not 
affect sense or result in nonsense; layout and organisation errors (e.g. starting a 
new line after each full stop unless otherwise specified in the translation brief) 
which make the text less readable. (Scarpa 2008, 240, original emphasis) 
The above combination between Mossop’s classification of errors and Vollmar’s 
severity scale has been implemented for error assessment in this study by assigning 3 
points to critical errors, 2 points to major errors, and 1 point to minor errors. This resulted 
in a quantifiable measurement of the number and severity of translation errors, the analysis 
of which is illustrated in the following section. 
4.3.4.2 Results of the analysis and assessment of translation errors 
The analysis of translation errors consisted of three distinct phases: 
i. the identification of translation errors based on the distinction between binary 
and non-binary errors (Pym 1992, see also 4.3.4.1), 
ii. the classification of the identified translation errors following the categories 
proposed by Mossop (2007a, see also 4.3.4.1), and 
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iii. the assessment of translation errors following the severity scale illustrated by 
Vollmar (2001; see also 4.3.4.1). 
This made it possible to obtain different types of data about translation errors, both 
quantitative and qualitative. As concerns quantitative data, the analysis considers (a) the 
mean of errors (ME) per group, (b) the weighted ME per group, (c) the range of within-
group MEs, and (d) the SD of MEs per each group. 
The ME measures the average number of errors made by each group and gives a first 
clue about the performance of participants. As expected, the ME and the assumed level of 
TC of the four groups appear to be inversely proportional, with the ME progressively 
decreasing as the supposed level of TC raises. 
 
Chart 4.4. Mean of errors per group 
As can be observed in Chart 4.4 above, novices and professionals consistently scored the 
(second) highest and lowest MEs respectively. More specifically, the difference between 
their scores appears quite significant in all tasks, ranging from 3 in T1 to 7.98 in T3. 
Intermediates, on the other hand, mostly scored middle values (except I1 in T3 and I2 in 
T5) but show inconsistent internal tendencies as the two groups of first- and second-year 
intermediates rank in different orders depending on the tasks and I2, quite surprisingly, 
scored the (second) highest values in three out of five tasks. When contrasted and compared 
with the group of professionals, intermediates show considerably higher values, i.e. they 
tend to make a considerably higher number of translation errors. Nevertheless, the mere 
quantification of the average number of errors does not take into account the severity of the 
different errors that were made, which implies that higher MEs may consist of minor errors 
and/or lower MEs might include only, or mostly, critical errors. This is why the 
quantitative analysis of translation errors also considers the weighted mean of the errors 
made by each translator and group, which was obtained through the following formula: 
𝑊𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝐸 =
(𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟𝑠 ∗ 3) + (𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑎𝑗𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟𝑠 ∗ 2) +  𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟𝑠
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟𝑠
 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 11.00 16.31 10.54 11.31 13.08 
Group I1 7.86 11.86 11.00 11.20 10.75 
Group I2 8.40 14.60 8.57 8.86 14.33 
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Values can range between 1, indicating the lowest level of severity, and 3, i.e. the 
highest level of severity. It follows that the higher the weighted ME, the higher the average 
severity of the errors made by that given translator or group. The contrastive analysis of 
the weighted MEs in Chart 4.5 below shows quite interesting and unexpected tendencies. 
 
Chart 4.5. Weighted mean of errors per group 
First, rather predictably, professionals always scored the lowest weighted MEs, with the 
sole exception of T4, where they scored the second highest value. This means that their 
errors tend to be on average less severe as compared to the other groups. Rather 
surprisingly, the highest values were not scored by novices, but by first-year intermediates 
in four out of five tests. Groups N and I2, on the other hand, mostly scored middle values 
and ranked in different positions in the five tasks; more precisely, the former scored the 
highest weighted MEs in T5, the second highest value in T1 and T3, and the third highest 
value in T2 and T4; the latter (i.e. Group I2) scored the second highest value in T2 and T5, 
the third highest value in T1, and the highest weighted ME in T3 and T4. Given the lack of 
consistency in the data concerning these two groups, it seems that the only conclusions that 
can be drawn from the analysis of the weighted MEs concern professionals and first-year 
intermediates, who respectively out- and underperformed as compared to Groups N and I2.  
A possible explanation can be found in the comparative analysis of the average number 
of errors being assessed as minor, major and critical. As shown in Appendix 28, 
professionals scored the lowest means in all categories of errors in all tasks, with the only 
exception of minor and major errors in T1. Also, they hardly made more than one critical 
error per task, their means ranging between 0.56 (T3) and 1.67 (T2). On the other hand, 
first-year intermediates display the greatest proportion of errors across all three categories, 
as their average number of critical, major and minor errors are very similar. This caused 
their weighted ME to be higher as compared to that of the other groups. Finally, a general 
observation can be made in relation to the distribution of errors within the three categories 
considered. Data consistently show an inverse proportion between the average number of 
errors and their severity, since minor errors tend to largely outnumber both major and 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 1.85 1.74 1.74 1.71 1.70 
Group I1 1.96 1.92 1.84 1.87 1.57 
Group I2 1.80 1.75 1.63 1.65 1.62 
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critical errors, and major errors, in turn, tend to outnumber critical errors in all groups. 
This general rule obviously does not apply to I1 for the reasons illustrated above and 
includes the minor exceptions of I2 in T5 and P in T4 and T5, where critical errors 
outnumbered major errors.  
Further considerations on the relation between errors and TC can be made with 
reference to the distribution of the participants’ individual MEs within their respective 
groups. As in the case for RPs (see 4.2.6.2), the analysis of the range of the MEs of the 
participants within each group shows that professionals tend to fall within (considerably) 
shorter intervals as compared to trainees (see Chart 4.6 below).  
 
Chart 4.6. Range of MEs within each group 
Similarly to what was observed in relation to RPs (see 4.2.6.2), the TTs produced by 
professionals tend to contain approximately the same number of errors, while translations 
produced by trainees show a greater variability. However, in this case intermediates do not 
display a higher level of homogeneity than novices, as was observed with reference to RPs. 
Nevertheless, the analysis of the groups’ SDs provides further and clearer data on this 
matter by measuring the distribution of participants within the above ranges.    
 
SD Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 4.53 4.14 3.27 3.12 
T2 4.50 3.53 4.12 2.55 
T3 3.36 4.74 4.15 2.03 
T4 4.29 4.83 3.80 2.26 
T5 4.52 4.30 4.80 1.91 
Table 4.4. Standard deviation of the means of errors per group 
As shown in Table 4.4 above, an inverse proportion seems to exist between the 
supposed level of TC and SD, since more experienced translators tend to score the lowest 







































T1 T2 T3 T4 T5
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intermediates spread rather inconsistently within the range of scored values. This may 
confirm the tendency that emerged with reference to RPs, with experience and competence 
resulting in a levelling out of the outcome, at least in terms of TQ. 
The same applies to the qualitative analysis of errors, where professionals scored lowest 
in all the categories of errors considered (see Appendix 29), i.e. accuracy, completeness, 
logic, facts, smoothness, mechanics, sub-language, and idiom. More precisely, the category 
where the difference between trainees’ and professionals’ mean values is particularly 
apparent is accuracy: in all tasks and without any exceptions, trainees made averagely twice 
or three times as many accuracy errors as compared to professionals. The same tendency 
can also be observed with reference to the five tasks in the category of idioms, though with 
considerably lower values (ranging between 0 and 0.63 for professionals, 0.40 and 1.29 for 
second-year intermediates, 0.14 and 1.17 for first-year intermediates, and 0.23 and 1.77 for 
novices). Other categories showing remarkable, though less generalised, differences 
between trainees and professionals include mechanics (in T3, T4, and T5), sub-language (in 
T2, T3, and T5), and completeness and logic in the last three tasks. Hence, except for the 
categories of facts and smoothness, professionals display a consistently superior 
performance as compared to trainees. As concerns translation trainees, some minor 
tendencies also emerged when comparing novices’ and intermediates’ mean values per 
category of error. Once again, the category displaying more significant discrepancies is 
accuracy, with novices scoring highest in all tasks except T5 and the two groups of 
intermediates scoring middle values, with the sole exception of I1 in T5.  
On the whole, the qualitative analysis of translation errors seems to suggest that the 
average number of accuracy errors tend to be competence-related and could ultimately 
discriminate between different levels of TC. This appears to be particularly significant 
when considering that accuracy errors are a type of transfer errors (see 4.3.4.1) and that 
transfer competence is one of the core competences in several TC models and was also 
described as “the distinguishing domain of the translators” (Neubert 1994, 412; see also 
Toury 1984; Nord 1991a). 
 
4.4 Drawing conclusions from qualitative product-related data: a joint analysis 
of translation acceptability and errors 
The qualitative analysis of product-related data aimed to provide a qualitative 
assessment of the translations produced by the sample to be eventually triangulated with 
the trends observed in both the translation product and process from a descriptive point of 
view (see Chapter VI). The assessment of TQ took into consideration both translation 
acceptability, which was assessed through the analysis of the so-called “rich points” (see 
4.2.6), and translation errors, which were analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively (see 
4.3.4). Several trends have emerged from the analysis of these two variables, as summarised 
in Table 4.5. 
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 Novices Intermediates Professionals 
Rich 
points 
 Comparatively higher 
acceptability indexes. 
 Higher proportion of 
unacceptable solutions. 
 Heterogeneous within-
group levels of 
acceptability. 
 Comparatively lower 
acceptability indexes. 
 More reduced number of 
unacceptable solutions. 
 More homogeneous 
within-group levels of 
acceptability. 
 Highest mean acceptability 
indexes. 
 Much more reduced 
number of unacceptable 
solutions. 
 Much more homogeneous 
within-group levels of 
acceptability. 
Errors 
 Highest mean of errors. 
 Greater variability in 
within-group means of 
errors. 
 Middle weighted mean of 
errors. 
 Higher means of accuracy 
errors. 
 Middle mean of errors. 
 I1: great variability in 
within-group means of 
errors. 
 I2: reduced variability in 
within-group means of 
errors. 
 I1: highest weighted means 
of errors. 
 I2: middle weighted means 
of errors. 
 Middle means of accuracy 
errors. 
 Lowest mean of errors. 
 Similar within-group 
means of errors. 
 (Second) lowest weighted 
mean of errors. 
 Lowest means of minor, 
major, and critical errors 
in all tasks. 
 Lower mean of errors in 
most typologies. 
 Much reduced mean of 
accuracy errors. 
Table 4.5. Qualitative product-related trends that emerged in relation to the assumed level of TC 
Drawing on the joint analysis of the tendencies emerged from both variables, four main 
competence-related observations can be made. 
First, TQ shows consistent patterns of association with the different levels of TC 
identified within the sample, since (a) the group of professionals scored both the highest 
acceptability indexes and the lowest means of errors, (b) intermediates mostly scored 
middle values in relation to both variables, and (c) novices generally display the lowest 
acceptability indexes and highest means of errors. In other words, the acceptability index 
appears to be directly proportional to TC, since more experienced and supposedly 
competent translators tend to outperform less experienced and less supposedly competent 
trainees. Conversely, the mean of errors and the assumed level of TC of the four groups 
appear to be inversely proportional, with the mean of errors progressively decreasing as the 
supposed level of TC increases. 
Second, translator training seems to cause a sort of levelling out of trainees’ 
performance, as indicated by the analysis of the range and SD of within-group acceptability 
indexes (and also means of errors in the case of professionals). Hence, an inverse proportion 
seems to exist between the supposed level of TC and the distribution of within-group 
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acceptability indexes, since more experienced translators tend to distribute more evenly 
within the interval, while novices and first-year intermediates spread across the range of 
scored values. Also, the overall distribution of the participants across the five performance 
levels that have been identified suggests a general improvement in their performance from 
the stage of novice to that of first-year intermediate, followed by a sort of levelling out in 
the second year of the MA programme, with most second-year intermediates scoring high 
acceptability indexes. This general improvement in translation acceptability can reasonably 
be ascribed to systematic training, which appears to affect translation performance 
transversally by raising the average level of acceptability of all translations and reducing 
the number of both out- and under-performing trainees within the three groups. 
Third, the category of errors showing the most significant differences between more 
and less experienced translators is ‘accuracy’, i.e. one of the categories affecting meaning 
and one of the two types of transfer errors. Hence, accuracy errors seem to be competence-
related and could ultimately discriminate between different levels of TC. This seems 
particularly noteworthy when considering that transfer competence is one of the core 
competences of several TC models (cf. Toury 1984; Nord 1991a; Neubert 1994). 
Fourth, since accuracy is also connected with the content- and transfer-related 
parameters of meaning and function (see section 4.3.4.1), which are the key parameters in 
the assessment of TA, it could be concluded that TQ and TC greatly depend on the 
translator’s focus on accuracy and transfer issues rather than style and language. In other 
words, accuracy, in terms of both the correct transfer of meaning and the absence of content 
errors, heavily discriminates between more experienced and outperforming translators, on 
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Chapter IV in a nutshell 
The qualitative analysis of product-related data is aimed to provide a qualitative assessment of 
the translations produced by the sample, to be eventually triangulated with the trends 
observed in both the translation product and process from a descriptive point of view (see 
Chapter VI). For the purposes of this analysis, translation quality has been assessed based 
on two distinct methods: the first is the assessment of translation acceptability through the 
evaluation of rich points, and the other is the assessment of translation errors via the 
combination of two different classifications of errors and a severity scale. 
The tendencies emerging from the analysis and assessment of translation acceptability and 
translation errors suggest that: 
 translation quality shows consistent patterns of association with the different levels of TC 
identified within the sample, since TC appears to be directly proportional to the 
acceptability index and  inversely proportional to the mean of errors; 
 translator training causes a sort of levelling out of trainees’ performance. This can be 
inferred from (a) the relation between the supposed level of TC and the distribution 
of within-group acceptability indexes, and (b) the overall distribution of the 
participants across the five performance levels identified. Hence, training appears to 
affect translation performance transversally by raising the average level of 
acceptability of all translations and reducing the number of both out- and under-
performing trainees; 
 the number of accuracy errors appears to vary according to the different levels of TC and 
could ultimately discriminate between unexperienced translators and professionals 
since it generally decreases with higher levels of TC. This seems particularly 
noteworthy when considering that transfer competence is one of the core 
competences of different TC models (cf. Toury 1984; Nord 1991a; Neubert 1994); 
 accuracy, in terms of both the correct transfer of meaning and the absence of content errors, 
heavily discriminates between more experienced and outperforming translators, on the one 
side, and less experienced and underperforming translators, on the other. This can be 
inferred from the consistent decrease in the number of accuracy errors and the 
simultaneous increase in acceptability – which largely depends on content- and 
transfer-related parameters – in more experienced translators. 
 
 CHAPTER V 
 
Descriptive process-oriented analysis 






What would you ask  
if you had just one question? 







 Process-related data: some preliminary remarks 5.1
Complementary to the mainly product-oriented perspective adopted in this study, 
process-oriented analysis is here intended to provide further insights into the participants’ 
perception of and approach to the translation task, as well as into other competence-related 
features that are assumed to affect the development of TC. Given the complementary nature 
of process-related evidence and the availability of previous process-oriented findings, which 
can be integrated into the present analysis, for the purposes of this study process-related 
data have been mainly gathered by recording the participants’ delivery time and through a 
post-task questionnaire, without resorting to the investigation methods and tools 
commonly used in process-oriented research85. 
The following sections provide a detailed overview of the patterns identified in relation 
to the different variables investigated. After reporting on the participants’ delivery time (see 
5.2) and responses to the questionnaire (see 5.3), the chapter triangulates the trends that 
have emerged to explore the potential patterns of association between different process-
related variables (see 5.4) and suggests a tentative comprehensive interpretation of the 
relevant findings (see 5.5). 
  
                                                          
85  E.g., eye-tracking, screen activity recording, concurrent or retrospective verbal reports, external 
recordings, key-stroke logging (see section 1.3). 
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 Delivery time 5.2
Data on the participants’ delivery time (DT) have been collected (semi-)automatically 
and are analysed on the basis of the mean values recorded by each group and the ranges of 
such values in each task.  
As shown in Table 5.1 below, professionals are, perhaps unsurprisingly, the fastest 
group in completing the five tasks and recorded a considerably lower mean as compared to 
the other groups86 . The same trend, with professionals being faster than (translation) 
trainees has also been observed from a process-oriented perspective (e.g., Jakobsen 2002; 
2003; Englund Dimitrova 2005b; Lesznyák 2008; Göpferich 2010) showing that 
“[e]xperience, as expected, correlates with a shorter time to finish the task” (Englund 
Dimitrova 2005, 135). As observed by Asadi and Séguinot (2005, 525), “translators tend to 
develop their own time-saving strategies with experience”, which might of course result in 
a consequent decrease in the time spent on the task (and/or in a greater amount of time 
spent on self-revision or solving major translation problems and difficulties). 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 01:26 01:47 01:39 01:25 
T2 01:30 01:34 01:42 01:07 
T3 01:28 01:43 01:28 01:00 
T4 01:26 01:35 01:33 01:13 
T5 01:29 01:33 01:36 01:14 
mean 01:28 01:39 01:36 01:12 
Table 5.1. Average delivery time per group 
Quite unexpectedly, novices consistently recorded the second fastest time, together 
with I2 in the third task, and were therefore, on average, faster than both groups of 
intermediates in all tasks except one. Finally, Groups I1 and I2 recorded very similar mean 
values and alternately ranked third and fourth, with first-year MA trainees scoring the 
lowest values in three out of five tasks (i.e. T1, T3, and T4). It is worth noting that the 
various groups mostly ranked in the same order to be expected from their supposed level of 
competence, i.e. P>I2>I1>N, with the sole exception of novices, who tended to be faster 
than more experienced trainees. The same tendency has also been reported on by 
Jääskeläinen (1996, 67), who suggested that novice translators probably tend to 
“problematise relatively little. As a result, they translate quickly and effortlessly (and 
perhaps wrongly, depending on the difficulty of the task), i.e. novices are blissfully unaware 
of their ignorance.” Empirical data concerning other process- and product-related variables 
                                                          
86  Conflicting evidence has been provided by the process-oriented studied conducted by Sirén and 
Hakkarainen (2002), showing that “expert translators translated slower on average than the non-
experts”. 
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seem to support such hypothesis and will be further addressed in section 5.4 and Chapter 
VI. 
Intermediates, on the other hand, spent on average the longest time in completing the 
task, taking 10 to 16 minutes more than novices and professionals respectively. Considering 
their longer experience and more advanced training in translation, intermediates could in 
fact be supposed to perform faster than novices. However, if the hypothesis whereby 
inexperience goes hand in hand with unawareness proved correct (see also Chapter VI), it 
could be claimed that proper and specific training contributes to raise awareness in 
unexperienced trainees and promotes the development of self-monitoring skills, thus 
resulting in a longer time spent on online and final self-revision. This assumption is indeed 
supported by other process-related findings suggesting that “experts engage in substantial 
revision, seeking to improve solutions beyond mere acceptability” (Jakobsen 2003, 88). 
Plausibly, such quest for improved quality affects only partially the professionals’ speed, but 
has a more substantial impact on less experienced translators’ DT. Nevertheless, this does 
not necessarily entail that improved quality has been actually reached, but only that it has 
been at least tentatively looked for87. 
When represented on a Cartesian plane with the x-axis referring to the supposed level 
of TC and the y-axis to DT, the average DTs of the four groups would result in a parabola 
opening downward, as shown in Chart 5.1 below. The curve points to an increase in the 
time spent on a translation task by translators while training, followed by an eventual 
decrease when a high supposed level of TC is acquired through professional experience. 
 
 
Chart 5.1. Association between participants’ average delivery time and supposed level of TC 
Other interesting insights can be gained through the analysis of the time ranges of the 
different groups that are shown in Chart 5.2 below.  
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Chart 5.2. Ranges of delivery time per group 
With intervals ranging from 1h08 to 1h26 and the highest SD in all tasks (see Table 5.2 
below), Group P is the most varied in terms of the participants’ DT: it includes the fastest 
translators in the whole sample (T1, T2, T3 and T5) as well as slower translators, who in 
some cases used up almost all the time allowed for the task (T1 and T4). Moreover, the 
average difference between the professionals’ DT (i.e. the SD of the group) is always greater 
as compared to both novices’ and intermediates’. This is in line with what was observed by 




Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 00:20 00:12 00:16 00:27 
T2 00:17 00:23 00:17 00:30 
T3 00:21 00:11 00:15 00:27 
T4 00:19 00:24 00:11 00:27 
T5 00:15 00:16 00:20 00:26 
Table 5.2. SD of within-group delivery time (hh:mm) 
Novices and intermediates, on the other hand, tend to fall within considerably shorter 
intervals and recorded a much lower SD, which ranges from 11 to 24 minutes and is 
consistently lower than the minimum value recorded by professionals (i.e. 26 minutes in 
T5). The consistently reduced internal variation in the participants’ DT might relate to (a) 
a quite homogenous level of TC resulting into similar translation problems and solutions, 
and/or (b) a rather standardised approach to translation due to both inexperience and 
                                                          
88 Jääskeläinen (1996, 65) also suggested that “speed seems to have an interesting relationship with 
translation quality” in that “the professional translator in the ‘weak’ category spent the least time […] on 
the process (of all the subjects).” The results of the present investigation concerning such relationship are 








































































T1 T2 T3 T4 T5
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
CHAPTER V 
Descriptive process-oriented analysis 
137 
 
training. In other words, inexperienced translators might have presumably faced the same 
(or at least similar) difficulties during the task and followed the same (probably limited 
number of) strategies developed until then; this might also associate with the lack of a 
personal approach to translation, which resulted in the adoption of a rather standardised 
methodology probably derived from training. Conversely, the professionals’ greater 
variation as concerns DT may derive from the adoption of different methodologies and 
procedures (e.g. longer orientation and/or revision phases89, a higher number of online 
revisions, double and/or bilingual final revision) that have been developed individually with 
professional experience. This hypothesis appears to be further supported by within-group 
data, showing that there is a tendency for the same professionals to record the highest and 
lowest DT in almost all tasks. 
 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
P7 P6 P6 P6 P4 
P6 P4 P4 P2 P6 
P2 P9 P9 P9 P9 
P4 P7 P7 P7 P2 
P9 P2 P2 P4 P7 
P5 P3 P3 P5 P10 
P3 P10 P5 P10 P5 
P8 P5 P10 P8 P8 
P10 P8 P8 
  Table 5.3. Professional’s rankings as concerns delivery time 
ordered from fastest (in green) to slowest (in red) on each task 
As shown in Table 5.3 above, the groups of the slowest translators in all tasks 
consistently includes P8, P10, P5 and P3, of whom the latter abandoned the study after the 
third test. P6 is consistently the (second) fastest translator together with P4, who however 
fell within the middle-range values in T1 and T4. Hence, aside from the minor exceptions 
highlighted in white, the professionals’ DT seems not to relate so much to the task, but 
rather to the individual participant’s translation routine. This is in line with Hansen’s 
hypothesis that “individual competence patterns” (1997, 207; cf. 2013) exist that “may be 
developed at an early stage and maintained over time, and […] can always be recognised” 
(2013, 58). Nevertheless, this hypothesis should be further supported by more in-depth 
within-subject analysis, which is beyond the scope of this dissertation but might be carried 
out in a later stage on the dataset collected within this study (see section 6.7). 
 
 Questionnaire data 5.3
As anticipated in 2.3.2.2, the two versions of the post-task questionnaire developed for 
trainees and professionals consisted of two distinct parts, i.e. a common section including 
                                                          
89 See Jakobsen 2002, 192–193, and section 2.3.2.2. 
138 
CHAPTER V 
Descriptive process-oriented analysis 
 
process-related questions and a customised section inquiring on other activities that might 
affect the development of TC. An extra preliminary question about the number of years 
participants had been studying or working with English was also included in the first 
questionnaire submitted by each cohort. Results unsurprisingly show that mean values tend 
to increase with experience – and presumably age (see Table 5.4). 
 
Cohort Mean Min. value Max. value SD 
N 11.3 9 15 1.69 
Ia 12.8 8 14 2.20 
Ib 14.3 10 17 3.33 
Ic 11.8 8 16 2.57 
Id 15.1 11 18 2.39 
P 16 5 22 6.98 
Table 5.4. Average no. of years participants have been studying/working with English 
However, it is worth noting that the professionals’ mean only considers the number of 
years they have been working with English (vs. the number of years they have been 
studying English, as in the case of trainees), which explains the lower minimum value 
scored by Group P as compared to the other groups. 
The consistent increase in the years of linguistic/working experience thus appears to 
proceed in parallel with the supposed level of TC of each group, though SD is considerably 
higher for Group P as compared to the other groups. 
 
5.3.1 Process-related responses 
Process-related questions aim to investigate both the participants’ perception of and 
approach to the translation task. 
5.3.1.1 The task as perceived by participants 
The participants’ perception of the task was investigated in relation to:  
 the overall level of difficulty of the ST; 
 the main type(s) of difficulties encountered; 
 the adequacy of the time allowed for the completion of the translation task; 
 self-assessment; and 
 the overall text difficulty as compared to the ST translated in the previous task. 
Perceived text difficulty 
Perceived text difficulty (PTD) was assessed by the participants on a scale from 1 
(“very easy”) to 5 (“very difficult”). Average values (see Table 5.5 below) were calculated for 
each group and range between 2.53 (Group N in T1) and 3.25 (Group P in T5). The means 
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for each task (in the final column on the right-hand side of Table 5.5) show that all texts 
were mostly perceived as equally (and averagely) difficult, though the first and second texts 
appear to be the easiest and most difficult respectively. This slight discrepancy has been 
taken into consideration in the analysis of product-related variables (see Chapter III). 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P mean 
T1 2.53 2.85 2.70 2.66 2.68 
T2 3.23 3.14 3.10 2.66 3.03 
T3 2.76 2.90 2.85 2.66 2.79 
T4 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.87 2.96 
T5 3.15 2.75 2.78 3.25 2.98 
Table 5.5. Average perceived text difficulty per group 
Rather unsurprisingly, trainees generally perceived the text as more difficult than 
professionals and scored the highest mean values in all tasks, with the sole exception of T5. 
It should also be observed that novices and first-year intermediates consistently show the 
highest values in most tasks (T2 and T3, and T1, T3 and T4 respectively). By contrast, 
second-year intermediates mostly fell within the middle range (T1, T2 and T3) while 
professionals generally scored the lowest average PTD. 
Though minor exceptions apply (e.g. T1 and T3 for novices and T5 for professionals), 
data suggest that average PTD decreases with the level of experience and/or competence of 
the translator. This conclusion is also supported by the analysis of the participants’ 
distribution across the five-point Likert scale measuring PTD (see Appendix 30).  
Extreme values were not, or were seldom, chosen by participants; none of them ever 
selected the “very difficult” option, while “very easy” was only chosen by 7.7% of novices 
and 11.1% of second-year intermediates and professionals in T1, T5 and T3 respectively. 
Aside from these minor exceptions, “easy”, “average” and “difficult” were the most favoured 
options, with “average” being by far the commonest option for all groups, chosen as it was 
by between 44.4% and 100% participants within the different groups. The option “easy”, on 
the other hand, was consistently chosen by a larger percentage of professionals (between 
25% and 44.4%) as compared to trainees (between 10% and 30.8%); conversely, the 
percentage of trainees perceiving the text as “difficult” was generally higher compared to 
professionals, with the sole exception of T5. Hence, it could be concluded that PTD and the 
supposed level of TC appear to be in inverse proportion: more experienced participants 
generally perceive the text as easier, whereas less experienced trainees mostly perceive the 
text as difficult. 
Main type of difficulties in the STs 
A similar trend emerges from the analysis of the main type of difficulties encountered 
by participants in each ST. Translators were asked to specify whether the main difficulty of 
ST laid in its lexical or syntactic structure, or in other aspects to be specified; the option 
“none” was also available to indicate that they did not experience any particular difficulty. 
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Even at a first glance, the distribution of participants across the possible options highlights 
some trends, as shown in Appendix 31. First, Groups N and P are much more varied in the 
number of different types of difficulties identified in that the four options available were all 
selected by at least one participant in all five tasks. Intermediates, on the other hand, 
generally selected a maximum of 3 options. Second, intermediates generally perceived 
syntax (vs. lexis) as the main difficulty of ST while to novices mostly attributed the 
difficulty of the STs to vocabulary. Finally, the option “none” was mainly selected by the 
most experienced participants, i.e. second-year intermediates and professionals. 
 
Chart 5.3. Main type of difficulties in the ST 
Chart 5.3 above shows the percentage of participants per each group selecting the 
various options available. The three trends mentioned above are here more visible: (a) 
novices account for considerably higher percentages in relation to lexis in T1, T2 and T3 as 
compared to the other groups; (b) intermediates score the highest values as concerns syntax 
in T1, T3 and T4; and (c) professionals display the highest percentages of “none” in all 
tests. It should also be noted that even though the fourth option, “other”, was mostly 
chosen by novices and professionals; different reasons were given by the two groups, as 
summarised in Table 5.6 below. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 30.77% 61.54% 76.92% 53.85% 38.46% 
Group I1 14.29% 14.29% 30.00% 20.00% 58.33% 
Group 12   30.00% 14.29% 57.14% 33.33% 













T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 38.46% 30.77% 53.85% 30.77% 69.23% 
Group I1 57.14% 71.43% 70.00% 70.00% 50.00% 
Group 12 60.00% 70.00% 42.86% 57.14% 55.56% 













T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 15.38% 23.08% 7.69% 7.69% 7.69% 
Group I1 28.57%         
Group 12 20.00%     14.29%   













T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 30.77% 15.38% 7.69% 23.08% 7.69% 
Group I1 14.29% 14.29% 20.00% 10.00% 8.33% 
Group 12 30.00% 10.00% 42.86% 14.29% 22.22% 
























3 Transfer issues 
3 Repetitions 
1 Synonyms 
1 Culture-bound terms/concepts 
1 Terminology 
1 Phrases 
Table 5.6. Participants identifying other types of difficulties in the ST per group 
The most common options within the two groups (i.e. “unfamiliar topic” for 
professionals and “transfer issues” and “repetitions” for novices) appear to reflect their 
different levels of TC. Professionals, on the one hand, are generally specialised in one or 
more field(s) and consequently face some difficulties when dealing with unfamiliar topics 
(see section 1.2.1 on the notion of expertise); novices, on the other hand, face transfer issues 
and have difficulties in tackling repetitions in the ST, which reflects a low level of 
translation and language competence. Hence, in this case a quantitative correspondence in 
the values of Group P and N seems to suggest an actual discrepancy in the level of TC 
manifested by the two groups. 
Adequacy of the time allowed for the translation task 
The perception of the time allowed for the task was measured by participants on a scale 
from 1 (“too little”) to 3 (“too much”). The average values of the different groups in the 
different tasks fall within a very small interval, ranging from 2.00 to 2.61, which indicates 
that all participants considered the time allowed as being on average adequate to the 
assignment. Though not particularly significant from a quantitative point of view, values do 
seem to show a recurring pattern, as illustrated in Table 5.7 below. 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 2.31 2.57 2.20 2.44 
T2 2.31 2.14 2.20 2.56 
T3 2.31 2.10 2.57 2.67 
T4 2.31 2.10 2.43 2.00 
T5 2.15 2.33 2.11 2.25 
mean 2.28 2.25 2.30 2.38 
Table 5.7. Average perception of time on a scale from 1 (“too little”) to 3 (“too much”) 
Despite the lowest values being mostly recorded by intermediates, novices’ perception 
of time consistently falls within the lower range of the Likert scale, which suggests that 
they on average perceived a higher time pressure than more experienced translators, in line 
with the findings of other process-oriented studies (cf. Jensen 1999; Jensen and Jakobsen 
2000). Conversely, professionals show the opposite trend and consistently fell within the 
middle-to-high range of values, scoring the (second) highest values in four out of five tasks. 
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On the other hand, no clear trends can be observed in relation to both groups of 
intermediates, whose values spread over the whole range without following any apparent 
pattern. 
The analysis of the participants’ distribution across the three-point Likert scale (see 
Appendix 32) suggests similar conclusions. The most favoured option among the three 
available (i.e. “too much”, “enough”, “too little”) is by far “enough”, which was selected by 
the vast majority of participants in all groups and in most tasks. Discrepancies mostly apply 
to the remaining options, which were selected by different percentages of participants from 
the four groups. The option “too much” was chosen on average by 30% of novices in all 
tasks but one (T5: 15.4%) and by nearly or more than half of the professionals in T1, T2 
and T3, which indicates that professionals experienced a reduced time pressure as compared 
to novices probably because of their better time management skills and/or a faster 
production rate 90 . Intermediates, on the other hand, do not show dominant and/or 
recurring features. The option “too much” was selected by both high and low percentages of 
participants (e.g. I1 in T1 and T5 vs. T2, T3 and T4) and second-year intermediates are the 
only group in the whole sample perceiving the time allowed as “too little” in two out of five 
tasks (T2 and T5). Still, on the basis of the percentages of participants who perceived the 
time assigned for the task as “too much”, first-year intermediates can be assimilated to 
novices and second-year intermediates to professionals, despite the absence of clearly 
recurring patterns within the two groups of intermediates. 
Self-assessment 
Far more marked and consistent trends in all groups can be observed as concerns self-
assessment. The average scores recorded by the four groups are summarised in Table 5.8 
below. The colour scale shows two clear trends which do not reflect the progressive 
increase in the participants’ supposed level of TC. 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 7.4 6.9 7.0 7.2 
T2 7.1 6.8 6.7 7.5 
T3 7.4 7.1 6.7 7.5 
T4 7.2 7.0 6.7 7.1 
T5 7.2 7.0 6.8 7.3 
mean 7.26 6.96 6.78 7.32 
Table 5.8. Average self-assessment scores per group and task on a scale from 1 to 10 
Unexpectedly, novices and professionals display in this case similar patterns in that 
they recorded the highest scores in the five translation tests. Despite their obvious 
inexperience, novices appear rather self-confident in their translation skills, to the extent 
                                                          
90  These hypotheses appear to be supported by the comparative analysis of the time perceived and 
actually spent on the task, which is discussed in section 5.4.1. 
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that they scored even higher than professionals in two out of five tasks (i.e. T1 and T4). 
This possibly results from an underestimation by novices of the difficulty of the task, but a 
comparative analysis contradicts this hypothesis and instead suggests a misleading (and 
misplaced)91 overconfidence in their skills combined with a limited awareness of and/or 
ability in evaluating the quality of their translations (see 5.4 and Chapter VI). By contrast, 
intermediates appear generally less self-assured: they scored the lowest values and – most 
notably – consistently ranked in the same order to be expected from their supposed level of 
competence (i.e. I1 > I2) in all tasks except T1. This would suggest a sort of relation 
between the development of TC and self-perception as far as the quality of performance is 
concerned. This relation could be represented as a parabola opening upwards (see Chart 
5.4), with supposed TC and self-assessment as the horizontal and vertical axis of the 
Cartesian plane respectively.  
 
 
Chart 5.4. Pattern of association between self-assessment scores 
and the participants’ assumed level of TC 
In Chart 5.4, novices and professionals correspond to the two upper ends of the 
branches of the parabola and intermediates to the lowest point of the curve. Self-perception 
seems therefore to decrease with training, probably due to the trainees’ increased awareness 
of their actual level of competence and/or the quality standards required of professional 
translators. 
Comparative average perceived text difficulty 
The final variable related to the perception of the task was used to investigate the 
average PTD in relation to the previous task to provide further insights into whether the 
different STs have comparable levels of difficulty (see also Appendix 33). 
  
                                                          







Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
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Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P mean 
T2 2.77 1.86 2.50 1.78 2.23 
T3 1.69 NA92 2.14 1.67 1.83 
T4 2.00 2.30 2.00 1.88 2.05 
T5 2.08 NA 1.89 2.00 1.99 
mean 2.13 2.08 2.13 1.83  
SD 0.46 0.31 0.27 0.14  
median 2.04 2.08 2.07 1.83  
Table 5.9. Comparative PTD on a scale from 1 (“easier”) to 3 (“more difficult”) 
Overall, values ranges from 1.67 to 2.77 (SD 0.31). Given that the middle value of the 
scale indicating that two STs were (roughly) equally difficult is 2, the values scored by the 
sample show that some STs have been considered either more (≥2.1) or less (≤1.9) difficult 
than the one immediately preceding each of them. However, the mean of each task is only 
slightly above or below the middle value, which suggests that all texts are perceived on 
average as equally difficult, though the second ST has probably been the most difficult. 
Also, the mean (2.04), median (2.00) and mode (2.00) of the above values are (almost) equal, 
so that their distribution can be considered as ‘normal’, i.e. they tend to spread 
symmetrically on each side of the mean. Hence, it can be concluded that, despite the 
different values scored by the groups, the STs have on average been perceived as all equally 
difficult. 
As concerns the perception of the different groups, novices and professionals show 
opposite tendencies, recording on average the highest and lowest values respectively. 
Hence, novices generally perceived each ST as being equally or more difficult than the one 
immediately preceding it, as opposed to professionals, who considered each ST to be as 
difficult as or less difficult than the one translated in the previous task. Again Groups I1 and 
I2 show intermediate features which do not fall into a regular pattern, since they recorded 
the highest (T3 and T4), lowest (T5) and also the middle (T4) values. Generally speaking, 
however, intermediates tend to perceive all STs as equally difficult, their means only 
slightly exceeding the middle value of the scale, i.e. 2.00. 
A final interesting remark on this set of data concerns SD, which appears to decrease 
with the groups’ supposed level of TC. Considering that all groups scored similar means (cf. 
the first white row in Table 5.9), this consistent decrease in their respective SDs indicates 
that the more experienced the participants, the smaller the difference in comparative PDT. 
In other words, more experienced participants perceived minor differences in the ST level 
of difficulty as compared to less experienced translators. 
 
                                                          
92 The abbreviation NA (not applicable) is used in the cases where a new cohort of trainees entered the 
sample and performed its first translation task. Hence, in these cases, the group could not be asked to 
compare the difficulty of the task with the one immediately preceding it. 
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5.3.1.2 Participants’ translation process 
The three phases of the translation process identified by Jakobsen (2002, 192–193) have 
been investigated by looking at (a) the type of first reading of the ST, (b) the number and 
type of reference materials used, and (c) the participants’ revision process. 
First reading of the ST 
One of the questions (Q4; see Appendices 8 and 9) asked participants to specify how 
they read the ST prior translating. Although the reading of the ST is a preliminary phase 
indispensable to its comprehension and subsequent translation, previous empirical research 
has found that many “practising translators […] do not read the ST prior to translating” by 
which “most of them meant that they did not read the full text” (Shreve et al. 1993, 24–25, 
original emphasis). This confirmed that different reading techniques can be adopted by 
translators and are part of their global translation strategy when approaching a text. The 
questionnaire proposed six non-mutually exclusive options, namely: full-text reading, 
skimming/scanning, paragraph-by-paragraph reading, sentence-by-sentence reading, 
clause-by-clause reading, plus an option to be specified by the participants. 
The participants’ responses (see Appendix 35) show that the full reading of the ST was 
by far the most common choice for all groups, with the minor exception of Group P in T2 
and T3. Curiously enough, the percentage of participants selecting this option tends to 
grow with trainees’ years of training in all tasks except T1. The same applies to skimming 
and scanning, which appear to be increasingly adopted alongside the development of TC, 
with intermediates recording the second and third highest values after professionals in 
three out of five tasks (i.e. T2, T3 and T4). Professionals, on the other hand, always 
recorded the (second) lowest values as concerns full-text reading and 25% to 45% of them 
also relied on other types of readings, with particular reference to skimming/scanning and 
paragraph-by-paragraph reading. It is also worth noting that professionals, as opposed to 
the other groups, consistently adopt paragraph-by-paragraph reading for which they scored 
highest in all tasks except T4. A similar trend can be observed also in relation to the final 
re-reading of the TT and will be discussed later on in this section. 
It should also be noted that, as claimed by Urquhart and Weir (quoted in Castello 2008, 
42), text length may “influence the strategies and skills that the candidate may be asked to 
deploy. If texts are too short it may not be possible to test expeditious reading strategies 
(search reading, skimming and scanning), but only careful reading”. Also Shreve et al. 
(1993, 25) suggested that  
“[t]here are a number of factors which might impact on the type of reading 
which is done: 
- familiarity with the subject matter, 
- experience in translating with the subject area, 
- familiarity with the text type, 
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- complexity of the textual macrostructure and overall length of the 
document. 
Hence, it seems plausible that longer or more complex STs than those used for the 
present study might have highlighted greater discrepancies in the reading strategies 
adopted by the different groups. Unfortunately, given the nature and design of the study, 
this hypothesis cannot be tested but might be the object of future investigation. 
Number and type of reference materials used 
The second phase of the translation process has been investigated on the basis of the 
participants’ information literacy practices. Participants were asked to specify both the 
number and type of the reference materials they used, including bi- and monolingual 
paper/online/offline dictionaries, glossaries, online general search engines and other 
possible reference materials to be specified. 
From a merely quantitative perspective, i.e. considering the number of different 
reference materials used in each task (see Table 5.10 below), the only clear trend that can be 
observed is that professionals generally relied on a more restricted selection of reference 
materials, as they consistently scored the lowest, or second lowest, values in all tasks. 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 2.25 3.14 2.80 2.22 
T2 2.15 2.71 2.60 2.44 
T3 2.77 2.60 2.71 1.89 
T4 2.85 2.86 2.90 2.38 
T5 2.92 2.75 2.44 2.38 
mean 2.59 2.81 2.69 2.26 
Table 5.10. Average number of reference materials used 
Considering their greater experience and higher supposed level of TC, it is not 
surprising that professionals need, on average, a lower number of different reference 
materials. This is, however, in contrast with the findings by Künzli (2001, 513) who found 
that “students uses on average 2.7 different reference materials, as against 6.3 for 
professional translators” 93 . Also other process-oriented studies have observed that 
professionals tend to resort more frequently to the use of dictionaries as compared to less 
experienced translators (Jääskeläinen 1996; Jensen and Jakobsen 2000) and have suggested 
that “success seems to be related to the intensity of research activities in the form of 
dictionary consultations” (Jääskeläinen 1996, 65). On the other hand, conflicting evidence 
has also been found, with “a reduction in the number of dictionary searches [being 
regarded] as a function of expertise” (Lesznyák, 2008: 200; cf. Jensen, 1999: 113; Ronowicz 
et al., 2005: 588). The results about the number of reference materials in this investigation 
                                                          
93 My translation. 
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seem to support this latter claim, but due to the lack of frequency data and considering that 
questionnaire data do not provide rigourous process-related evidence, no direct comparison 
can be made with frequency-based investigations. However, it seems plausible that a more 
limited use of reference materials on the part of professionals, in terms of both variety and 
frequency, might result from the professionals’ deepest knowledge of both the SL and TL 
or, better, from what Bell defined as “Frequent Lexis Store” (FLS), that is the “mental 
(psycholinguistic) correlate to the physical glossary or terminology database, i.e., an instant 
‘look-up’ facility for lexical items both ‘words’ and ‘idioms’” (Bell 1991, 47). As pointed out 
by Ronowicz et al. (2005, 583), “[o]ne would […] expect that more experienced 
translators will have a larger and more diversified FSS [Frequent Structure Store] and 
FLS, which should influence the speed and quality of their performance.” This hypothesis is 
indeed supported by the higher frequency of dictionary searches by novices observed in the 
abovementioned TAP studies and as also in Ronowicz et al. (2005, 589), as well as by the 
results of this investigation concerning the different reference materials used and the 
participants’ delivery time, where professionals consistently performed faster than the other 
groups (see section 5.2). 
The qualitative analysis of the types of dictionary used provides more interesting 
insights. As concerns the format of dictionaries (i.e. paper-based, digital online, digital 
offline dictionaries), it is no surprise that paper dictionaries – both mono- and bilingual – 
were used on average by a very limited number of participants, irrespective of their 
supposed level of TC (see Table 5.11).  
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 0% 0% 0% 22.2% 
T2 0% 0% 0% 11.1% 
T3 0% 20% 14.3% 11.1% 
T4 0% 30% 14.3% 12.5% 
T5 7.7% 16.7% 11.1% 12.5% 
mean 1.54% 15.33% 7.94% 16.11% 
Table 5.11. Percentage of participants per group using PAPER dictionaries 
It should be noted that the percentages scored by all groups are indeed very low and 
account in most cases for a single participant (e.g. Group N in T1, Group I2 in T3, T4 and 
T5, and Group P in all tasks except T1). Notwithstanding such limitations, a relation seems 
to emerge between the supposed level of TC and age, on the one hand, and the use of paper 
dictionaries, on the other. Novices are indeed the group making the least use of paper 
dictionaries, as opposed to professionals who appear to resort more consistently to this type 
of reference material. Nevertheless, it must be observed that (a) it is always the same 
professional (P2) who resorted to paper dictionaries in the second, third and fourth task, 
and (b) even if P2 is one of the oldest and most experienced translators in the sample (22 
years of professional experience), there are two other professionals of the same age and with 
approximately the same number of years of professional experience who never consulted 
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any paper dictionary. It can be then concluded that, from a qualitative point of view, data do 
not support the above hypothesis and the use of paper dictionary seems more related to 
individual (isolated) preferences or needs than to age- or competence-related factors. 
Offline digital dictionaries (i.e. CD/DVD dictionaries) are the second least used type of 
reference materials (see Table 5.13). Data show that intermediates are the most enthusiastic 
users of these dictionaries in the sample, as opposed to both novices and professionals, who 
do not seem to make any use of offline resources. 
 
 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
T1 84.6% 100% 90% 100% 
T2 92.3% 85.7% 90% 100% 
T3 92.3% 100% 100% 100% 
T4 100% 100% 100% 100% 
T5 100% 100% 100% 87.5% 
mean 93.84% 97.14% 96.00% 97.50% 
Table 5.12. Percentage of participants per group using 
ONLINE dictionaries 
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P 
15.4% 85.7% 20% 0% 
7.7% 42.9% 10% 0% 
7.7% 20% 14.3% 0% 
7.7% 10% 28.6% 0% 
7.7% 25% 11.1% 12.5% 
9.23% 36.71% 16.79% 2.50% 
Table 5.13. Percentage of participants per group 
using OFFLINE dictionaries 
Finally, online mono- and bilingual dictionaries were used by the vast majority of (if not 
all) participants, irrespective of the group they belong to (see Table 5.12). Hence, data on 
this type of resource do not show any trend that might be associated with the participants’ 
supposed level of TC, but only suggest that online dictionaries are by far the most used by 
translators of all groups and ages.  
The analysis of the different reference materials used by participants also considered the 
use of monolingual and bilingual dictionaries and general-purpose search engines. The 
charts in Appendix 36, showing the percentage of participants using different types of 
reference materials, allow for a preliminary analysis. First, all groups resorted to the three 
types of reference materials in all tasks, even though in different proportions. The most 
used are bilingual (online, offline, and paper-based) dictionaries and general search engines, 
which account for the most significant percentages of participants and are generally used by 
all groups in the same proportion, despite some exceptions (i.e. Group P in T1 and Group I2 
in T3). On the whole, bilingual dictionaries were used by 75-100% of participants in each 
group, thus being the most used reference materials, a trend that has also been observed in 
previous TAP studies considering the frequency of use of dictionaries in (non-)professional 
translators (cf. Krings 1986; Jensen 1999; Künzli 2001). The second most used reference 
materials are general-purpose search engines, which account for 56-100% of participants 
within all groups. Finally, monolingual (online, offline, and paper-based) dictionaries hold 
the third and final position in the ranking, being used on average by approximately 54% of 
novices and professionals and by nearly 69% of intermediates. 
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A more in-depth analysis of the same data also shows some trends suggesting a 
connection between the use of specific types of resources and the participants’ supposed 
level of TC (see Chart 5.5 and Chart 5.6 below). 
 
Chart 5.5. Percentage of participants using mono- and bilingual dictionaries 
As already mentioned, bilingual dictionaries are used by all groups in the sample, 
including professionals. This counters, at least partially, what has been observed in other 
process-oriented studies, i.e.: 
one of the key differences between student or trainee translators and practising 
freelance professionals lies in how they deal with unfamiliar words: while the 
former tend to rely heavily on dictionaries, and particularly bilingual 
dictionaries, the latter are more reluctant to do so and then use them more 
sparingly, and, indeed, more sceptically, ‘as a stimulus to the process of refining 
meaning and selecting an appropriate rendering’ (1993: 135). (Fraser 1999, 25) 
Although in T3 and T4 bilingual dictionaries were used by a comparatively lower 
percentage of professionals, it should be noted that such percentage never falls below 75%, 
which remains quite a significant proportion. Even if they may do so with scepticism, 
professionals seem to rely quite consistently on bilingual dictionaries, which appear to 
remain “the translator’s single, first and most important aid” (Newmark 1988, 29). 
A more evident and consistent trend emerges in relation to monolingual dictionaries. 
As shown in Chart 5.5 above, novices ranked lowest in three out of five tasks as concerns 
monolingual dictionaries, which appear to be mostly used by intermediates and 
professionals. This would confirm the results from previous investigations where more 
experienced translators “showed a greater preference for monolingual print and CD/DVD 
dictionaries than the students did (5th vs. 9th rank)” (Massey and Ehrensberger-Dow 2011, 
197–198; cf. Ronowicz et al. 2005, 590), although contrary evidence has also been found 
(Künzli 2001, 513–514). Therefore, it would seem that 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 31% 31% 69% 54% 92% 
Group I1 100% 57% 60% 90% 58% 
Group I2 90% 60% 57% 86% 33% 













T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 85% 92% 100% 100% 100% 
Group I1 86% 86% 90% 80% 92% 
Group I2 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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dictionary choice correlate[s] with L2 skills. The greater the students’ L2 
knowledge, the more likely he or she was to be working with an L2 
monolingual dictionary. (Atkins and Varantola 1997, 44) 
The two exceptions to this rule (T3 and T5) seem indeed to be counterbalanced by the 
rather consistent increase in the use of monolingual dictionaries by novices, which likely 
results from training and increased experience in translation. 
The opposite trend can be observed as concerns the use of general-purpose search 
engines, which seems more common among novices as compared to professionals, who 
consistently hold the last ranking position (see Chart 5.6). 
Chart 5.6. Percentage of participants using general search engines 
This seems to support the findings of a process-oriented study conducted by Massey 
and Ehrensberger-Dow (2011, 201), who observed a correlation between age and “the use 
of Internet resources [since] younger cohorts of translators (i.e. those under 50 years old) 
are more likely to say that they often or very often use search engines, online multilingual 
dictionaries, online encyclopedias, and terminology databases to solve linguistic problems 
than older translators do.” However, it should be pointed out that the professional 
translators in Group P had on average an age of 44, with only one of them older than 50 
when entering the sample. Nonetheless, a relation between age and the use of online search 
engines seems to exist, though, for lack of direct evidence, this relation could be equally 
attributed to the participants’ age or their level of TC: trainees, in other words, might be 
compensating for the lack of information with an increased used of search engines. 
The revision process 
As concerns the revision of the TTs produced within the study, participants were asked 
to indicate whether they had self-revised their translations or not and, if yes, whether their 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 92% 85% 92% 92% 92% 
Group I1 86% 86% 80% 80% 92% 
Group I2 90% 100% 72% 86% 89% 
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re-reading of the translation was “unilingual” and/or “comparative”94 (Mossop 2007a, App. 
5), i.e. whether they checked their translations by reading only their TT (with possible 
occasional checks of the ST) or by consistently comparing the TT with the ST. 
Quantitatively speaking, all participants performed an either unilingual or comparative 
self-revision except for one translator within each group of intermediates, i.e. Group I1 in 
T1 and T5 and one translator within Group I2 in T3 and T5. However, it should be noted 
that the number of participants who did not revise their TTs is actually reduced to three 
because in two cases it is the same participant (Ia1) who did not carry out any sort of self-
revision, i.e. in T1 while he/she was in the first year of the MA programme and in T3 when 
he/she progressed to second year.  
From a qualitative point of view, the most common type of reading when self-revising 
is full-text reading (see Appendix 37), followed – with considerably lower and consistently 
decreasing percentages – by the options “paragraph by paragraph”, “sentence by sentence”, 
and “clause by clause” reading. The length of the portions of texts that were re-read and the 
average percentage of participants thus appear to decrease in parallel, which suggests that 
the final reading of the TT is mostly focused on macrostructure – and probably on style 
and readability issues. Also, the high percentages simultaneously recorded by different 
options show that participants from all groups carried out multiple final re-readings by 
following different segmentations of the TT. Due to the lack of other, more specific 
process-related data (e.g. retrospective interviews, concurrent verbalisations or screen 
activity recordings), the stages of and reasons for such procedure cannot be further 
investigated within this research project.  
On the basis of the available data, no patterns of associations seem to emerge between 
text segmentation in self-revision and the supposed level of TC of the different groups. 
However, it is worth noting that the second most common option, i.e. “paragraph-by-
paragraph reading”, was selected by a varying number of trainees in the five tasks; by 
contrast, it was consistently selected by the same two professionals (i.e. P2 and P9), for 
whom it is probably a consolidated translation routine, rather than an occasional behaviour. 
This would suggest that, contrary to professionals, less experienced translators are still 
tentatively shaping their own translation routine by adopting and trying different methods 
and procedures. 
Turning now to the data on the type of self-revision carried out, these show instead 
clearer patterns of associations between the trends observed and TC. As is apparent from 
the diagrams in Appendix 38, the supposed level of TC seems to considerably affect the 
translators’ approach to revision as concerns unilingual vs. comparative re-reading. None of 
                                                          
94 For the purpose of this dissertation, the terms ‘self-revision’ and ‘re-reading’ are held as synonyms in 
that they both refer to the final phase of the translation process (i.e. the revision phase), where 
participants generally re-read their TTs unilingually and/or comparatively. 
152 
CHAPTER V 
Descriptive process-oriented analysis 
 
the professionals relied on simple unilingual self-revision whereas novices tended not to 
compare the TT and ST and only few of them carried out both unilingual and comparative 
self-revision in all tasks except T1. Data indicate a consistent shift from unilingual to 
comparative self-revision in (more) experienced translators, with unilingual self-revision 
being the preferred option for novices and first-year intermediates in four out of five tests. 
Conversely, second-year intermediates and professionals mostly relied on comparative self-
revision, which is the favourite option in four tasks out of five for Group I2 and in all tasks 
for Group P. Also, professionals are the only group carrying out both unilingual and 
comparative self-revision in all tasks95, though with a decreasing percentage of participants 
throughout the investigation. This may result from the long-term involvement required by 
the study, which probably caused a progressive decrease in the participants’ level of 
accuracy and commitment. Finally, the latter type of self-revision included in the diagrams 
in Appendix 38, i.e. the comparison with the ST only in doubtful cases, was only performed 
by a limited percentage of participants. More precisely, this option was only selected by 
trainees, i.e. novices in T1, T2, and T4, first-year intermediates in T3 and second-year 
intermediates in T2. It seems therefore that unilingual self-revision, even when supported 
by comparative re-reading in doubtful cases, is not trusted by professionals. As reported by 
Mossop (2007b), Brunette, Gagnon, and Hine (2005) found that  
comparative revision [yields] a better quality final product than unilingual, not 
only (as one might expect) with regard to accuracy but also with regard to the 
readability, the linguistic correctness and the appropriateness to purpose and to 
readership of the revised translations”. [An] inattentive and rather superficial 
approach to the final phase of the translation process might thus considerably 
affect translation quality, which is presumed to improve following more 
accurate checking. 
Even though the actual relation between self-revision and translation quality will be 
discussed later in this dissertation (see Chapter VI), in itself the decision to always 
comparatively re-read the TT (and not to trust simple unilingual self-revision) testifies a 
stronger commitment towards quality in professional translators. To this effect, Jakobsen 
(2003, 88) found that “experts engage in substantial revision, seeking to improve solutions 
beyond mere acceptability”. Also,  
[t]he general pattern for the group of professional translators was that they 
devoted […] rather more time to end revision than the student translators. 
While the average for student translators was just under 19%, professionals 
gave almost 24% of production time to end revision […]. Even though the 
                                                          
95  This appears to support the claim that, for professional translators, “[t]he most common stated 
number of revisions is twice” (Yi-yi Shih 2006, 302), even though this may vary depending on the type, 
length and urgency of the task.  
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professionals had very superior translation drafts at the end of phase 2 (as even 
a very superficial qualitative analysis would reveal), they nevertheless spent 
relatively more time than the non-professionals on checking their text. 
(Jakobsen 2002, 194) 
Professionals’ greater skills and commitment in self-revision have been recently 
confirmed by another process-oriented study investigating the translation of titles. Results 
have shown that “[t]he number of revisions to the title seems to be inversely related to the 
level of experience, with the professionals making almost five revisions in the first ten 
minutes and the other two groups [of BA and MA students] about four” (Ehrensberger-
Dow and Massey 2013, 115). 
Novices and less experienced translators, on the other hand, seem to be overconfident 
and do not seem aware that their translations might need careful self-revision. As pointed 
out by Tirkkonen-Condit (1992, 439), “[t]he professional is more modest, and more 
sensitized to noticing those areas in her translation that may need checking. The non-
professional, in contrast, seems to be more arrogant in her approach and does not voice a 
need to have her translation checked.” 
 
5.3.2 Competence-related responses 
Competence-related questions in the questionnaire aimed at gaining further 
complementary information on training, working and/or personal activities that might 
affect the development of TC in the period between the different tasks. Hence, four sets of 
responses will be analysed here, i.e. those collected through the questionnaires administered 
in T2, T3, T4, and T5. Given that two different questionnaires were developed for trainees 
and professionals, their responses will be analysed separately (in 5.3.2.1 and 5.3.2.2 
respectively). 
5.3.2.1 Translation trainees 
Trainees were asked about (a) the percentage of classes of the English into Italian 
translation course they had attended in the relevant term, (b) other translation-related 
courses they might have attended aside from those included in their syllabus, (c) extra 
translation work they might have carried out, and (d) the duration of stays in English-
speaking countries (if any).  
As shown in Chart 5.7 below, all trainees had attended the relevant English into Italian 
translation course on a (almost) regular basis, mostly between 75% and 100% of the total 
classes of that course, despite a generalised decrease in T5. 
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Chart 5.7. Percentage of EN>IT translation classes attended by trainees 
It should also be noted that novices did not attend any English into Italian translation 
course in their second year (i.e. in T3 and T4 above) since such courses are only scheduled 
in the first and third year of their BA programme. On the whole, however, results show 
similar percentages for all groups; consequently, no remarkable differences in training 
should affect the development of TC for this group. 
Trainees generally did not attend any other translation- or language-related course, 
though some minor exceptions apply, i.e. three first-year intermediates in T3 and one 
novice in T4. More specifically: 
 Ic2 in T3 attended a 20-hour course on general translation; 
 Ic7 in T3 attended a 12-hour course with a private translation trainer; 
 Ic10 in T3 attended a 3-hour course on legal translation; 
 N5 in T4 attended a 46-hour C2-level English-language course. 
Given that the participants attending the above extra courses represent a small 
minority, the effect of such activities on the aggregate data of Groups I1 and N can be 
considered insignificant. These extra activities might however be considered in the 
diachronic analysis of within-subject data, which is beyond the scope of this thesis but 
might be the object of future research. 
Another factor that may affect the development of TC concerns extra-academic 
translation work, particularly when carried out on a regular basis. Table 5.14 below shows 
the number and identification code of the participants carrying out extracurricular 
translation work and the volume thereof (in source words) per each task. The colour scale 
helps in identifying the participants appearing more than once. 
On the whole, the percentage of participants carrying out extra-academic translation 
work ranges from 7.69% (T2) to 23.08% (T3) of the whole sample and includes between 1 
and 3 participant(s) per group in each task. This suggests that only a minor percentage of 
trainees at both BA- and MA-level tend to engage in other (professional?) translation 
activities aside from those carried out within their respective training programmes. It 
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Group N Group I1 Group I2 
T2 
N6 (350)  Ib7 (10,000) 
N7 (1,200)   
T3 
N5 (150) Ic2 (1,000) Ia3 (1000) 
N7 (1,000) Ic7  (15,000) Ia5 (5,000) 
N9 (350) Ic10 (6,000) Ia8 (300) 
T4 
N3 (200) Ic2 (358) Ia3 (800) 
N5 (400) Ic7 (15,000)  
 
Ic10 (1,000)  
T5 
N3 (2,000) Id12 (3,500) Ic2 (300) 
N6 (3,000)  Ic3 (3,500) 
N7 (1,400)  Ic7 (5,000) 
Table 5.14. Extracurricular translation work volume in source words per participant 
It is however worth noting that some participants carried out extracurricular 
translation work on a rather regular basis (e.g. N7 in T2, T3 and T4, Ic2 in T3, T4 and 
T5), though none of them appear to have a work volume (WV) that might significantly 
influence the development of TC. Ic7 is the sole exception, with a considerable WV of 
35,000 words in three years – a significantly higher value compared to the other trainees. 
However, as mentioned above, since this analysis only considers aggregate vs. within- or 
between-subject data, the extracurricular translation work of individual participants is not 
deemed to affect the comparability of data between the various groups. 
Finally, as concerns possible stays in English-speaking countries, 18 out of 54 trainees 
went abroad in the relevant period and only 7 of them for nearly or longer than a month, 
namely: 
 in T3: Ic9 and Ic10 from Group I1 (90 days), and Ib7 from Group I2 (90 days); 
 in T5: N2 (90 days), Id8 from Group I1 (60 days), and Ic1 and Ic2 from Group I2 (24 
and 70 days respectively). 
Given the small number of participants who stayed abroad in the periods between the 
different tasks and their sparse distribution across the three groups in the sample, these 
data are unlikely to have any significant impact on the general level of TC within the 
various groups, and ultimately on data comparability. It would be interesting, however, to 
investigate whether and to what extent extracurricular translation work and/or long stays 
abroad influence within- and between-subject performance, so as to gain a more in-depth 
                                                          
96 Empirical research on a particular form of translating, i.e. subtitling, has recently suggested that 
trainees might actually benefit from non-professional translation activities and tend to perceive them “as 
engaging projects that could provide them with skills they will need in the future if they decide to become 
translators” (Orrego-Carmona 2013). 
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understanding of the potential side-effects of non-academic translation-related activities on 
the development of TC. These data might be used in some future for within- and between-
subject analysis on these issues.  
5.3.2.2 Professional translators 
Only four professionals attended translation-related courses in the periods between the 
different tests, namely: 
 P2: a 2-hour course in T5 on the translation of patents,  
 P5: an 8-hour course in T4 on the automotive industry,  
 P6: a 30-hour course in T4 on contracts and a 10-hour course in T5 on 
international trade,  
 P8: an 8-hour course in T4 on reader-oriented advertisement translation and a 10-
hour course in T5 on Italian for special purposes. 
Since none of the above topics was dealt with in the STs translated within the study, it 
can be presumed that such courses only had a minor impact on the professionals’ 
performance. 
The same applies to the professionals’ stays in English-speaking countries, which are 
limited to one single case in T4 (i.e. P4, for a 2-week stay). It must also be noted that, unlike 
all the other professionals in Group P, P6 lives in the United Kingdom. This might of 
course influence his language knowledge and use of both Italian and English, but it is 
unlikely to significantly affect the aggregate results for Group P.  
Finally, the professionals’ WV was also monitored, so as to ensure that, by working as 
English to Italian translators on a regular basis, they met the design requirements (see 
2.3.1.1) throughout the whole duration of the research project. Table 5.15 below shows the 
range, mean and SD of the professionals’ work volume in thousands of source words and 
indicates the participants with the lowest and highest values on the left and right-hand 
sides of the range column. 
 
  Range  Mean SD 
T1 P2 55k – 352k P10 246.44 137.97 
T2 P3 11k – 220k P9 127.00 80.58 
T3 P7 13k – 220k P2 92.40 66.13 
T4 P7 11k – 253k P10 131.13 84.48 
T5 P7 8.8k – 220k P2 91.60 63.27 
Table 5.15. Professionals’ work volume in (thousands of) source words 
 
Some of them consistently had low or high WVs (e.g. P7 and P10 respectively), while 
others show greater variation in their average WVs in the periods between the different 
tasks (e.g. P2). However, though with different and/or varying WVs, all nine professionals 
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regularly worked in the relevant language combination until the end of the empirical phase 
of the study. 
 
 Triangulating process-related trends 5.4
This section investigates the possible patterns of association between the different 
process-related variables analysed in this chapter. The trends outlined in the above sections 
are here triangulated and mapped on the groups’ supposed level of TC in order to identify 
possible attitudinal and/or behavioural patterns peculiar to a specific level of competence or 
experience.  
 
5.4.1 Perception of the time allowed for the task, delivery time and reference 
materials 
The analysis of DT (see 5.2) surprisingly revealed that professionals and novices spent 
approximately the same time on the task and alternately recorded the (second) lowest DT. 
Given this common tendency as concerns DT, it is quite surprising that the same groups 
show opposite trends as concerns the evaluative perception of the time they were allowed 
for completing the task. Even though all groups perceived the time allowed as being on 
average “too much”, professionals scored highest on this count in four out of five tasks and 
thus probably faced a reduced time pressure compared to trainees. This is somehow 
coherent with their lower DTs. Conversely, the novices’ evaluative perception of time 
consistently falls within the lower range of the Likert scale (i.e. they felt they had been 
given “too little” time), which indicates that they perceived on average a higher time 
pressure as compared to the more experienced translators. This perception, however, seems 
to be in contrast with the fact that novices turned out to be, on average, comparatively 
faster translators than intermediates. The contradiction between the novices’ evaluative 
perception of time and the time they actually spent on the task seems particularly 
noteworthy. It suggests that novices tend to work under a higher time pressure, which 
probably derives from the fact that they use on average the same time spent by 
professionals, but are inevitably lacking in translation routines and language competence. 
This seems even more true when considering that in approximately the same time lapse: 
 novices consulted a greater variety of reference materials as compared to 
professionals (see 5.3.1.2); 
 professionals always performed comparative self-revision, sometimes in conjunction 
with a further unilingual revision of the TT, while novices mostly carried out only 
unilingual self-revision, a far less time-consuming procedure. 
 
5.4.2 Delivery time and self-revision 
The analysis of the participants’ self-revision procedures (see Appendix 38) showed a 
pattern of association between the supposed level of TC and the translators’ approach to 
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self-revision. More specifically, a consistent shift emerged from unilingual to comparative 
self-revision in (more) experienced translators, with professionals being the only group 
performing both types of self-revision in all tasks. The tendency of trainees to rely 
exclusively on unilingual self-revision might be due to the time constraints imposed on the 
task. As reported by Antunović and Pavlović (2011, 217), 
Jensen (1999:113) found that “professionals had more corrections during the 
revision phase, while ‘non-translators’ had almost twice as many during the 
translation [i.e. drafting] phase”. This finding is explained in terms of time 
pressure: the ‘non-translators’ said that they had not had enough time to go 
through the translation at the end (cf. Khalzanova 2008).  
In other words, the time devoted to final self-revision – and ultimately the type of 
procedure carried out – might depend on the amount of time still available after the drafting 
phase. Hence, given that comparative (or, even more, double) self-revision is evidently more 
time-consuming than simple unilingual re-reading, participants with a higher DT (and thus 
less time left) could be expected to opt for the faster procedure (i.e. unilingual revision), 
whereas those with more time available at the end of the drafting phase could be expected 
to comparatively self-revise their TTs. However, the opposite could equally be true, i.e. that 
those with a higher DT devoted more time and care to the revision phase than those 
spending less time on the task. In fact, data do not support either of the two hypotheses and 
show no association between time pressure and the most favoured revising procedure 
within the different groups. The two fastest groups in the sample, i.e. Group N and P, opted 
indeed for different types of revision, the former only relying on unilingual re-reading and 
the latter comparatively self-revising the TT. The same applies to the two groups of 
intermediates, who mostly spent the same time on the task, though first-year MA trainees 
generally performed a simple unilingual re-reading and second-year MA trainees often 
preferred comparative self-revision. It would seem to follow that the revising procedure 
does not (necessarily) depend on the time left or time pressure, but is probably (also) related 
to the level of competence and experience of the translator. Hence, given that comparative 
self-revision is undoubtedly more time-consuming and has been found to lead to higher 
quality (Brunette, Gagnon, and Hine 2005), it could be concluded that the more competent 
and/or experienced are the translators, the more time and accuracy they will devote to the 
final re-reading of the TT. Although this study cannot provide additional evidence about 
the relation between the time spent on revision and translation quality, such relation was 
indeed observed in process-oriented research suggesting that “quality takes time, [even 
though] time is not sufficient to achieve quality in translation revision” (Künzli 2007, 124). 
The association between the approach to self-revision and accuracy will be further explored 
by mapping the above results on self-revision onto the level of accuracy of the TTs 
produced by the different groups (see Chapter VI). As pointed out by Mossop (2007b), 
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[w]hile different approaches to revision have been identified, and correlated to 
some degree with experience, it would be nice to identify differences between 
successful and less successful revisers (with success measured by some 
combination of time taken, percentage of errors corrected, and non-introduction 
of errors). 
5.4.3 Delivery time and self-assessment 
DT data showed that professionals and novices were the fastest translators in the 
sample, as they consistently spent less time on the task than intermediates (see Table 5.1). 
Professionals and novices display a similar pattern as regards self-assessment (Table 5.8), 
for which where they both recorded higher scores than intermediates in all translation 
tasks. 
Figure 5.1. Co-variation of delivery time, self-assessment and supposed levels of TC 
 
As shown in Figure 5.1 above, when considered against the background of the supposed 
TC levels of the four groups in the sample, delivery time and self-assessment are clearly in 
inverse proportion, with the fastest groups (N and P) scoring highest in self-assessment and 
the slowest participants (i.e. intermediates) recording the lowest self-assessment scores. 
This pattern of co-variation raises some issues about the participants’ self-confidence and 
self-awareness. Given their longer experience and their supposed higher level of TC, 
professionals unsurprisingly appear to be rather self-confident in their abilities as they 
produce their TTs on average faster than trainees and assign themselves higher self-
assessment scores. If the professionals’ attitude thus seems justified by their professional 
background, the same does not apply to trainees. Novices and intermediates show opposite 
trends, which appears quite inconsistent with their respective academic and experiential 
backgrounds. On the one hand, novices, i.e. the least experienced participants, recorded the 
highest self-assessment scores and the lowest delivery times together with professionals. By 
contrast, intermediates, who are (supposed to be) halfway through the development of TC, 
tended to spend more time on the translation tasks and consistently recorded lower self-
assessment scores despite their longer experience and more advanced training in 
translation. For novices, aside from reduced self-consciousness and overconfidence, another 
possible reason for the high self-assessment scores might be sought in the lack of awareness 
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of the actual level of difficulty of the task at hand. Empirical data seem, however, not to 
support this hypothesis, as outlined in section 5.4.4 below. 
 
5.4.4 Self-assessment and average perceived text difficulty 
The relationship between self-assessment scores and average PTD is investigated here 
to find out whether participants took in consideration the level of difficulty of the ST when 
assessing their TTs. Generally speaking, the more demanding a task, the greater the risk of 
failure. Hence, self-assessment can be considered to be related to the perceived difficulty of 
the task at hand. In the light of these assumptions, self-assessment scores could be expected 
to increase in inverse proportion to PTD, i.e. the higher the self-assessment score, the 
lower the PTD. Figure 5.2 below shows the relation that would supposedly exist between 
PTD and self-assessment scores. 
 
Figure 5.2. Supposed inverse proportion between perceived text difficulty and self-assessment scores 
In absolute terms, it seems that middle-to-high PDT (i.e. a score between 2.5 and 3.5) 
does indeed generally correspond to middle-to-high self-assessment scores (i.e. a score 




(descending order, from 10 to 1) 
Average perceived text difficulty 
(ascending order, from 1, “very easy”, 
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Table 5.16. Pattern of association between self-assessment scores and average PTD 
PTD
Self-ass. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5
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Furthermore, the inverse proportion between self-assessment and PTD appears to 
apply rather consistently across both the different groups and tasks, since the highest self-
assessment scores of each group mostly correspond to the tasks perceived as the simplest, 
and vice versa, with the only minor exceptions highlighted in bold. This implies that (a) all 
groups (un)consciously take into account PTD in their self-assessment, and (b) all 
participants are somehow able to evaluate the difficulty of the different tasks and tend to 
rank them accordingly. Hence, the novices’ comparatively high self-assessment scores 
appear not to result from their inability to evaluate the level of difficulty of the translation 
task, but rather from the possible overestimation of their abilities as translators or their 
limited ability of assessing translation quality – or ultimately from a combination of both. 
Further insights on this last hypothesis will be provided by the contrastive analysis of self-
assessment scores, acceptability and errors in Chapter VI. 
 
5.4.5 Perceived text difficulty and main types of difficulties 
The average PTD of each group should also be expected to associate with the 
percentage of participants stating that they did not face any particular difficulty when 
translating the ST, i.e. with the percentage of participants choosing the option “none” in Q6 
of the questionnaires97 (see also Appendices 8 and 9). Hence, the higher the percentage of 







T1 P>N>I2>I1 N<P<I2<I1 
T2 P>N>I1>I2 P<I2<I1<N 
T3 P>I2>I1>N P<N<I2<I1 
T4 P>N>I2>I1 P<N=I2=I1 
T5 P>I2>I1>N I1<I2<N<P 
Table 5.17. Patterns of association between the percentage of “none” and perceived text difficulty 
Table 5.17 above shows the rankings of the four groups as concerns the percentage of 
‘none’ responses and the average PTD in descending and ascending order respectively. If 
the supposed inverse proportion between the two variables were to be confirmed, the four 
groups would appear in the same sequence in both columns. Yet, this inverse proportion 
appears to apply rather inconsistently, particularly as concerns novices, who hold the same 
position in both rankings in only one case (T4). It is worth noting, however, that the 
association between the percentage of ‘none’ responses and PTD appears increasingly 
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strong in more experienced participants. It applies to intermediates in three out of five tasks 
(T1, T3 and T4) and to professionals in T2, T3 and T4, with the minor exception of T1 
which is probably ascribable to the novices’ shift to the first position of the ranking. 
Given that Q6 of the questionnaire can be considered a control question concerning 
PTD, it can be concluded that experience improves the awareness of the actual level of 
difficulty of a ST. Despite their high PTD scores (see 5.3.1.1), a comparatively high 
percentage of novices stated that they had not encountered any particular difficulty in the 
ST. This might be due to their inability to recognise and discriminate between the different 
types of difficulties in a ST (i.e. to the lack of metalinguistic awareness), which makes them 
score high as concerns PTD even though they are not able to explain why they thought that  
given ST to be difficult. This lack of awareness and/or declarative knowledge is likely to 
affect the quality of the translation product (see Chapter V and Chapter VI). As suggested 
by Kaiser-Cooke (1994, 137, emphasis added): 
Novices are unable to produce adequate translations because of inadequate 
inference and abstraction capabilities, underdeveloped holistic processing and 
insufficient problem representation. Problem-recognition is a salient feature of 
expertise; we are all familiar with novices or laypersons who describe texts as 
“easy to translate” because they are not aware of the difficulties (i.e. the nature 
of the problem) involved. […] translation is primarily a problem-solving 
activity, which involves problem recognition as well as decision-making, since 
recognition of the problem necessarily precedes decisions as to the various 
strategies which can be taken to solve it.  
 Process-related data: drawing conclusions 5.5
The analysis of the process-related data collected through the questionnaires and the 
participants’ DT has suggested the existence of specific trends that can be related to the 
groups’ supposed levels of TC, as outlined in Table 5.18 below. 
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 Novices Intermediates Professionals 
Delivery 
time 
 Second lowest average 
DT. 
 Consistently faster than 
intermediates. 
 Lower SD as compared 
to professionals. 
 Slowest in completing all 
tasks. 
 Lower SD as compared to 
professionals. 
 Lowest average DT. 
 Include both the fastest 
and slowest translators. 
 Same participants 
alternately the fastest 
and slowest within the 
group. 
PTD  Generally perceived the 
ST as more difficult. 
 I1 generally high scores (in 
line with novices). 
 I2 generally low scores (in 
line with professionals). 
 Generally perceived the 
ST as less difficult. 
Type of 
difficulties 
in the ST 
 Mainly lexical. 
 When selecting the 
option “other”, mostly 
referred to transfer issues 
and repetitions. 
 Mainly syntactic.  Mostly found no 
difficulties in the ST. 
 When responding 
“other”, mostly 
mentioned unfamiliar 
topics as an issue. 
Perception 
of the time 
allowed 
 Consistently within the 
lower range of the Likert 
scale, which suggests 
they perceived on 
average a higher time 
pressure. 
 Recorded both the lowest 
and highest values. 
 Based on the percentages of 
participants perceiving time 
as “too much”, I1 can be 
assimilated to novices and I2 
to professionals. 
 Generally perceived the 




 Highest scores together 
with professionals. 





 Full-text reading.  Full-text reading.  Paragraph-by-paragraph 




 Limited but increasingly 
high use of monolingual 
dictionaries. 
 Relied more often on offline 
dictionaries. 
 Generally relied on a 
more restricted variety of 
reference materials. 
 More limited use of 




 Unilingual.  I1: unilingual; 
 I2: comparative. 
 Comparative (and 
unilingual). 
Table 5.18. Process-related trends observed in relation to the supposed level of TC 
 
On the whole, the above tendencies suggest a sort of interdependency between the 
development of TC and the translator’s self-concept and awareness. The joint analysis of 
the participants’ DT, self-assessment, PTD, information literacy and self-revision suggests 
a high level of self-confidence and lack of awareness in less experienced translators. In 
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particular, novices generally recorded comparatively low DT and high self-assessment 
scores that appear not to result from underestimating the task difficulty, but rather from 
overestimating their translation abilities, and probably from their limited ability to assess 
translation quality – or ultimately from a combination of both. This conclusion is further 
supported by the data on information literacy and self-revision, showing that novices need, 
on average, a wider variety of reference materials and tend to rely solely on unilingual self-
revision, which does not allow for the easy and effective detection of potential inaccuracies 
and omissions. Their inexperience and lack of awareness is even more apparent when 
considering that, despite their generally higher scores as concerns PTD, novices display a 
comparatively high proportion of “none” responses when asked to specify the type of 
difficulties in the ST. As confirmed by the findings of a recent process-oriented study, 
metalinguistic awareness is a specific clue for TC as it  
seems to mirror translation competence. Recognizing translation problems, 
compensating for the limitations of internal resources, and knowing which 
external resources to access (and when) all seem to be aspects of translation 
competence. As translation competence develops, this knowledge presumably 
develops into metalinguistic awareness […]. (Ehrensberger-Dow and Perrin 
2009, 284) 
Intermediates, as the word itself implies, mostly appear to be at a middle stage between 
inexperienced and professional translators. This clearly emerged from the analysis of PDT 
scores, the perception of the time allowed for the task and self-revision (see Table 5.18). 
Similarly, as concerns the type of difficulties identified in the ST, the progressive shift from 
the micro- to the macro-structure of the ST can be related to a higher TC level, with 
novices identifying mainly lexical difficulties and intermediates mainly focusing on 
syntactic problems. A comparable trend has emerged in a recent empirical study suggesting 
“that, as translators gain experience, their focus of attention probably moves from the micro 
level of words and phrases through to the message of the source text (including the 
intention of its author) and to the TT readership” (Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey 2013, 
119). However, it should be noted that intermediates also show opposite trends as 
compared to both novices and professionals as regards DT and self-assessment, where they 
ranked lowest. In other words, intermediates proved on average the slowest and least self-
assured groups. This might be explained in terms of an increased self-awareness and 
improved knowledge of the parameters of translation quality as developed through training 
and experience. 
Finally, professionals feature, on average, a low DT and high self-assessment scores, 
which are hardly surprising given their several years of professional experience and higher 
TC – though both still need to be confirmed in practice by quality assessment (see Chapter 
IV and Chapter VI). A closer analysis of DT also showed that, unlike the other participants, 
each professional tends to spend approximately the same time on the task irrespective of the 
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specific ST, which suggests a routinised and customised translation process developed 
through experience. Probably by virtue of their longer experience in translation, 
professionals generally perceived the ST as modestly difficult and needed a more restricted 
number of reference materials than less experienced participants. Given that the STs were 
non-specialist articles dealing with well-known topics, it seems plausible that the 
professionals’ wider Frequent Lexis Store (Bell 1991, 47) allowed them to translate more 
effortlessly and quickly than translation trainees. In spite of this, professionals proved to be 
the most accurate and careful revisers, often performing a double (both comparative and 





Descriptive process-oriented analysis 
 
Chapter V in a nutshell 
For the purposes of this research project, the analysis of process-related data provides 
complementary evidence to product-oriented analysis, which is the main focus of the 
investigation. The process-related analysis looks at the participants’ delivery time and their 
responses to a post-task questionnaire inquiring on the perception of and approach to the 
translation task, as well as other competence-related features that are assumed to affect the 
development of TC. Some process-related trends have emerged that can be associated with 
the supposed level of TC of the different groups in the sample. These trends can be 
summarised as follows: 
 Delivery time: novices and professionals are the fastest translators in the sample, as 
opposed to intermediates who spent on average more time on the task. Also, each 
professional tends to spend approximately the same time on the task irrespective of 
the specific ST, which suggests a routinised and customised approach to the task; 
 Perceived text difficulty (PTD): the average PTD decreases with the level of 
experience and/or competence of the translator, i.e. from the novice to the 
professional stage; 
 Main types of difficulties in the ST: there seems to be a progressive shift from the 
micro- to the macro-structure of the ST as concerns the type of difficulties identified 
in the ST (i.e., from lexical to syntactic issues), which can be related to higher TC 
levels; 
 Adequacy of the time allowed: all participants generally considered the time allowed 
for completion as being on average adequate to the assignment, even though 
novices’ lower values suggest that they experienced on average a higher time 
pressure as compared to more experienced translators; 
 Self-assessment: the available data suggest a sort of interdependency between the 
development of TC and self-perception in relation to the quality of the performance. 
This could be described as a parabola opening upwards, with novices and 
professionals corresponding to the two ends of the branches and intermediates to 
the lowest point of the curve. 
 Reference materials: professionals generally needed a more restricted variety of 
reference materials and mainly used mono- and bilingual dictionaries, as opposed to 
students who relied heavily on online search engines; 
 Self-revision: novices seem to be the least careful revisers in the sample, as they tend 
to rely solely on unilingual self-revision as opposed to more experienced trainees 
and professionals, who mostly performed comparative self-revision followed in some 
cases by unilingual re-reading. 
The triangulation of different trends observed in relation to the translation process suggests 
that: 
 novices tend to work under a higher time pressure, which probably derives from the fact 
that they use on average the same time spent by professionals, but inevitably were 
lacking in translation routines and linguistic competence; 
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 no relation has emerged between time pressure and the revising procedure adopted, which 
appears more related to the supposed level of TC rather than to the time left for the 
task; 
 delivery time and self-assessment scores appear to be related to the supposed level of TC of 
the four groups. Such relations could be represented as two parabolas opening 
upward and downward respectively, thus being in inverse proportion to one 
another; 
 an inverse proportion seems to exist between self-assessment and PTD suggesting that all 
groups (un)consciously take into account PTD in their self-assessment, and that all 
participants are somehow able to evaluate the difficulty of the different tasks and 
rank them accordingly; 
 novices lack metalinguistic awareness: they generally scored high as concerns PTD 
even though they were not always able to identify the main difficulties of the STs. 
On the whole, the analysis of process-related data seem to lead to the conclusion that, in the 
first stages of their training, inexperienced (and necessarily) less competent trainees tend to be 
overconfident and openly unaware of their lacking experience and competence in translation, 
to the extent that they do not perform an accurate revision of their TTs and often display 
similar features to professionals, with particular reference to DT and self-assessment. 
 CHAPTER VI 
 
Drawing conclusions 






We must constantly look at things in a different way. […] 
Just when you think you know something, 
you have to look at it in another way.  
Even though it may seem silly or wrong, you must try! 
Now, when you read, don’t just consider what the author thinks. 
Consider what you think. 
Boys, you must strive to find your own voice. 
Because the longer you wait to begin, 
the less likely you are to find it at all. […] 
“Most men lead lives of quiet desperation.” 
Don’t be resigned to that. 
Break out!  







6.1 Preliminary remarks 
This final chapter is intended to provide a comprehensive outline of the trends which 
have been observed in relation to the different variables discussed in Chapters III, IV, and V 
(see section 6.2) and draw final general conclusions through the triangulation of the results 
obtained from the analysis of descriptive product- and process-related data and qualitative 
product-related data (see section 6.3). Based on these conclusions, section 6.4 profiles three 
different stages of TC, i.e. novice, intermediate, and professional, and describes the 
evolution of the trends observed over time. Finally, section 6.5 proposes some possible 
applications in the form of practical guidelines which might be of help in translator 
training. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the main strengths and limitations of 
the study (see section 6.6) and suggests possible paths for future research (see section 6.7). 
 
6.2 Outline of the descriptive and qualitative trends observed 
From a descriptive point of view (Chapter III), the analysis of product-related data 





explicitness and making wide use of the Basic Vocabulary of Italian, with particular 
reference to high usage vocabulary. Novices’ translations generally feature the most 
complex syntactic structure: they use fewer and longer sentences, which makes their TTs 
the least readable within the corpus. Intermediates, on the other hand, generally produced 
the translations with the lowest lexical richness and highest level of explicitness. They also 
relied heavily on the Basic Vocabulary of Italian, but with particular reference to 
fundamental vocabulary, and considerably altered the syntactic structure of the ST, though 
to a lesser extent as compared to novices. Finally, professionals’ translations tended to 
display middle levels of explicitness and lexical richness, and make wider use of less 
common and frequent words which are not included in the Basic Vocabulary of Italian. The 
TTs produced by professionals also turned out to be the most readable and least 
syntactically complex within those produced by the sample, probably as a result of their 
lowest percentage of syntactic alterations as compared to the ST and general avoidance of 
extensive sentence merging. 
The qualitative analysis of the translation product (Chapter IV) showed a consistent 
pattern of association between TQ and TC, with the latter being directly proportional to 
the acceptability index and inversely proportional to the mean of errors. Nevertheless, 
training appeared to positively affect trainees’ performance by progressively raising the 
average level of acceptability of all translations and reducing the number of both out- and 
under-performing trainees in the final year of the MA programme. Also, accuracy errors 
appeared to be inversely proportional to the assumed levels of TC of the four groups of 
participants, since they generally decrease in number at higher levels of TC. 
Finally, the process-oriented analysis conducted through the use of post-task 
questionnaires (see Chapter V) suggested that less experienced and less supposedly 
competent trainees are generally overconfident and unaware of their still lacking experience 
and competence in translation. This reflects on their approach to the task, with special 
reference to the revision phase of the translation process, as well as on their generally faster 
delivery time and higher self-assessment. Data also suggest a progressive decrease in the 
level of self-confidence as trainees progress in their training, with intermediates generally 
spending the longest time on the task and displaying the lowest self-assessment scores. A 
comparative analysis of some of the product- and process-related variables considered is 
provided in section 6.3 below. 
 
6.3 Triangulating product- and process-related data 
This section focuses on the triangulation of some product- and process-related variables 
with the aim of gaining more insights into the possible relations between different textual 
and procedural trends and observing whether and to what extent they can be associated 






6.3.1 Descriptive product- and process-related data 
The triangulation of descriptive product- and process-related data considers the 
relation between delivery time and some product-related features in order to investigate 
whether and how the time spent on the task can be associated with:  
 higher lexical richness, the types of difficulties identified in the ST and the use of 
less frequent words (section 6.3.1.1),  
 higher mean of syntactic changes (section 6.3.1.2), and  
 higher expansion and reduction ratios (section 6.3.1.3), 
all of which may require the use of synonyms, more sophisticated vocabulary and/or 
rephrasing. 
6.3.1.1 Lexical richness , types of difficulties in the ST, vocabulary and delivery time 
As mentioned in Chapter III, lexical richness reflects the diversity of the vocabulary of 
a text, i.e. the proportion of different word tokens it includes. The combined analysis of 
different measures of lexical richness including the type/token ratio, mean word frequency, 
the percentage of hapax, and lexical variation (see 3.6.1) suggested that novices generally 
produce lexically richer TTs, followed by professionals and finally intermediates, who 
tended to display the lowest level of lexical richness. The triangulation of these trends with 
the participants’ delivery time does not appear to show any relation (see Table 6.1 below). 
 
LR 
From highest to lowest 
 DT 
From fastest to slowest 
Novices  Professionals 
Professionals  Novices 
Intermediates = Intermediates 
Table 6.1. Comparative analysis of lexical richness and delivery time 
However, despite the absence of recognisable patterns of association, it can be noted 
that intermediates generally spent more time on the task but appear to overlook lexical 
issues in terms of search for synonyms, use of pronouns and anaphoric or cataphoric 
references, ellipsis and possibly rephrasing to avoid the repetition of the same lexical items.  
Conversely, novices seem the most concerned with lexical issues, which suggests that 
less experienced translators are generally focused on micro-textual aspects and supports 
the claim that “the tendency of the novice translator is to view a translation as a sequence of 
exclusively lexical problems” (Shreve 2002, 164).  This is also confirmed by the process-
related data concerning the main type of difficulties that the participants found in the ST 
(see 5.3.1.1), since novices mainly mentioned lexis and repetitions as major issues. Their 
concern with lexical issues also seems to reflect on their delivery time, given that they tend 
to be slightly slower than professionals even though they generally opted for less accurate 





Finally, professionals ranked second as concerns lexical richness and first as concerns 
delivery time, which means they produced lexically rich TTs in a shorter time as compared 
to novices. Given that they also used on average less frequent words that are not included 
in the Basic Vocabulary of Italian (see 3.4.2), it could be concluded that professionals 
probably possess a more varied and sophisticated mental lexicon allowing them to use a 
wide range of different less frequent words without this affecting the time spent on the task. 
On the whole, the joint analysis of lexical richness, vocabulary, and delivery time appears to 
support the hypothesis proposed in section 5.3.1.2 concerning professionals’ “Frequent 
Lexis Store” (Bell 1991, 47), i.e. that the more experienced translators’ larger and more 
varied FLSs influences their translation speed (Ronowicz et al. 2005, 583). 
6.3.1.2 Syntactic variation and delivery time 
The analysis of syntactic variation in section 3.5.1 focused on the number and type of 
alterations to the syntactic structure of the ST in terms of split and merged sentences. One 
of the measures used for this analysis considered the mean of syntactic changes made by 
each group of participants in the different tasks (see Chart 3.13) and suggested that the 
percentage of syntactic changes tend to be inversely proportional to the supposed level of 
TC, since it generally decreases with higher TC. Considering that reformulation and 
rephrasing may presumably affect the participants’ speed and delivery time, the two 
variables are expected to be directly proportional, with the mean of syntactic changes 
increasing in parallel with delivery time. 
 
Mean of synt. changes 
From lowest to highest 
 DT 
From fastest to slowest 
Professionals = Professionals 
Intermediates  Novices 
Novices   Intermediates 
Table 6.2. Comparative analysis of the mean of syntactic changes and delivery time 
As shown in Table 6.2, the supposed direct proportion between the two variables only 
applies to professionals, who generally largely reproduced the syntactic structure of ST. 
Despite their comparatively higher number of syntactic alterations, novices unexpectedly 
performed, on average, faster than intermediates. This may suggest that novices 
unthoughtfully alter the syntactic structure of the ST without considering the potential 
impact of syntactic changes on the TT in terms of meaning, logic, coherence, and cohesion. 
This seems particularly true when their comparatively high self-assessment scores and 
means of errors are taken into account, which points out their general lack of awareness and 
scarce self-assessment and self-monitoring skills. In other words, the combination of high 
syntactic variation and self-perception with poor translation quality may suggest that 





which seems compatible with, and even complementary to, their special focus on lexical 
issues (see 6.3.1.1).   
6.3.1.3 Expansions, reductions and delivery time 
As with most forms of reformulation, expansions and reductions may reasonably 
involve an additional effort in terms of cognitive resources on the part of the translator. 
This involves first of all the identification of the (pieces of) information to be added or made 
explicit or, conversely, omitted or made implicit. Second, rephrasing and text editing may 
be needed to add expansions or reductions to the original structure of the ST. This may 
presumably affect the time spent on the task, which is expected to be directly proportional 
to the percentage of expansions and reductions in the TT. In other words, the fastest 
translators in the sample are expected to display comparatively lower expansion and 
reduction ratios, while the slowest participants should display the opposite tendency.   
Table 6.3 shows the comparative analysis of the mean expansion ratio (ER), reduction 
ratio (RR) and delivery time (DT) per assumed level of TC. Each column ranks the three 
levels of TC in increasing order (form the lowest to the highest mean values) based on the 
aggregate data of the five translation tasks examined. 
 
ER 
From lowest to highest 
 DT 
From fastest to slowest 
 RR 
From lowest to highest 
Novices   Professionals = Professionals 
Professionals  Novices  Intermediates 
Intermediates  = Intermediates  Novices  
Table 6.3. Comparative analysis of expansion ratio, reduction ratio, and delivery time 
The comparison between the three variables above confirms only partially the 
hypothesis that higher percentages of expansions and reductions cause an increase in the 
average time spent on the task. The supposed direct proportion between the variables only 
applies to the expansion ratio and delivery time in the case of intermediates, and to the 
reduction ratio and delivery time in the case of professionals. Nevertheless, it should be 
noted that the highest mean expansion ratio scored by novices seems to heavily affect their 
delivery time, to the extent that they tend to be slower than professionals, who show lower 
percentages of expansions. This may also be due to the fact that professionals have 
developed a higher level of automatisation as a result of their greater experience and 
competence (cf. Chesterman 2000, 79), which allows them to be faster in both the 
identification of the information to be added or made explicit and the resulting rephrasing, 
when needed. However, this hypothesis needs to be supported by further process-oriented 
analysis and testing, since the type of process-related data provided by this study does not 
allow for an in-depth analysis of the possible relation between expansion, reduction, and 





6.3.2 Descriptive and qualitative product-related data 
The triangulation of descriptive and qualitative product-related data focuses on the 
relation between some of the trends observed in the TTs from a descriptive perspective and 
the quality of the translations produced by the sample, in the attempt to find possible 
patterns of association between specific product-related features and translation quality 
(TQ). More specifically: 
 section 6.3.2.1 examines the patterns of association between text length and TQ; 
 section 6.3.2.2 explores the relation between reductions and completeness errors; 
 section 6.3.2.3 investigates whether a higher percentage of syntactic changes in 
terms of split and merged sentence results in a higher percentage of translation 
errors; and 
 section 6.3.2.4 focuses on the possible associations between syntactic changes, 
readability and TQ. 
6.3.2.1 Text length and translation quality 
As mentioned in section 3.2.3.1, it has been suggested that text length may be directly 
proportional to TQ (Nida 1964, 163), which implies that more experienced and more 
competent translators are supposed to produce, on average, longer TTs. The analysis of 
length variation in that same section actually suggested that longer translations do not 
always entail a (supposed) higher level of competence because, even though novices scored 
the lowest length variation ratios, intermediates generally produced longer texts as 
compared to professionals. However, since higher levels of TC do not imply high TQ98 
(particularly when such levels of TC are supposed), the qualitative assessment of the 
translations produced by the sample is essential to confirm or reject the hypothesis of a 
relation between text length and TQ. The data summarised in Table 6.4 below consider the 
tendencies emerged from the analysis of length variation and the number of tokens as 
concerns text length, and the tendencies observed with reference to both translation 
acceptability and errors as concerns the assessment of TQ. 
 
Text length 
From lowest to highest 
 TQ 
From lowest to highest 
Novices  = Novices 
Professionals  Intermediates 
Intermediates  Professionals  
Table 6.4. Comparative analysis of text length and TQ 
                                                          





The aggregate data from the five tasks under consideration confirm the preliminary 
conclusions drawn based on the analysis of length variation: text length and TQ, which in 
this study overlaps with the supposed levels of TC that have been identified in the sample,  
appear to be only partially associated. This may result from the high percentages of 
expansions generally scored by intermediates (see 3.2.3.2), which may have caused a 
considerable increase in their average text length without apparently improving the quality 
of their TTs. It follows that text length does not necessarily imply or correspond to higher 
quality, since it may also result from unnecessary (if not redundant) expansions that do not 
significantly improve the quality of the translation product (see also 3.2.3).  
6.3.2.2 Reduction ratio and completeness errors 
As outlined in section 3.2.3.3, the quantitative and qualitative analysis of reduction 
suggested that the percentage of reductions in the TT mostly tend to decrease with TC. 
This may entail that longer experience and higher competence imply completeness of the 
TT. Consequently, the comparative analysis of the average number of reductions and the 
average number of completeness errors made by each group aims to determine whether and 
to what extent reductions tend to result in translation errors. In other words, this analysis 
aims to investigate whether participants consciously used reduction to avoid unnecessary 




From lowest to highest 
 Completeness errors 
From lowest to highest 
Professionals = Professionals 
Intermediates  Novices 
Intermediates Novices   
Table 6.5. Comparative analysis of reduction ratio and completeness errors 
As shown in Table 6.5, the group accounting for the lowest percentage of reductions 
also displays the lowest ratio of completeness errors. Conversely, the groups of novices and 
intermediates, who scored respectively second and first for reductions, made on average a 
higher number of completeness errors as compared to professionals. However, novices and 
intermediates alternately ranked first and second in relation to completeness errors, which 
makes it impossible to distinguish between the two groups as concerns this category of 
errors. Hence, the only conclusion suggested by this analysis has to do with the opposition 
of professionals vs. trainees, and suggests that (a) more experienced and supposedly 
competent translators tend to avoid reductions and, consequently, the risk of making 
completeness errors, while (b) less experienced and less supposedly competent translators 
generally make a higher number of reductions, which, in some cases, leads to completeness 





 first, professionals might be avoiding reductions to avoid unnecessary risks. Even 
though translation strategies are not more or less risky in themselves but only in 
relation to the problems they are applied to (Pym 2005, 73), any alterations of the 
ST in terms of both lexical and syntactic structure, where not needed, imply risk-
taking. Hence, professionals’ tendency to avoid reductions (and preserve the 
original syntactic structure of the ST as much as possible, see 3.5.1) may derive 
from a combination of the following factors: (a) a conscious strategy to avoid risk 
where possible, (b) the adoption of a minimax approach whereby literal translation 
is adopted as a time-saving global strategy, and (c) the tendency to convey more 
carefully the (nuances of) meaning of the ST; 
 second, trainees appear to be less accurate in selecting the (pieces of) information to 
be omitted or made implicit in the TT, which causes some reductions to result in 
translation errors. This might be related to their inability to select the most 
appropriate translation within the range of possible solutions (cf. Pym 1991) and 
could ultimately testify to a low level of TC. 
Further process- and product-oriented research is however needed to investigate 
whether the above hypotheses are confirmed. The relation between reductions, literal 
translation and translation strategies might thus provide further opportunities for future 
research. 
6.3.2.3 Syntactic changes and translation errors 
Similar to reductions, the alteration of the syntactic structure of the ST in terms of split 
and merged sentences may entail the risk of altering the focus and information structure of 
the text. Consequently, when not necessary or at least preferable, syntactic alterations 
might be high-risk procedures and cause translation errors, with particular reference to 
logic errors (Mossop 2007a, see also 4.3.4.1). 
 
Mean of logic errors 
From lowest to highest 
 Mean of synt. changes 
From lowest to highest 
 ME  
From lowest to highest 
Professionals = Professionals = Professionals 
Intermediates 
Novices 
 Intermediates = Intermediates 
 Novices  = Novices  
Table 6.6. Comparative analysis of mean of logic errors, mean of syntactic changes, and mean of errors 
The aggregate data from the five tasks concerning the mean of syntactic changes, the 
mean of errors, and the mean of logic errors appear to support this hypothesis. Table 6.6 
above shows that the three variables tend to be in direct proportion to one another, in that 
the means of both errors and logic errors increase with the average number of syntactic 
changes. It should also be noted that the three variables also appear to be competence-





the stage of professional to that of novice. Despite minor discrepancies within the two 
groups of intermediates as concerns the mean of logic errors (which does not allow to 
define a ranking between intermediates and novices in relation to this particular variable), it 
could be concluded that the tendency of more experienced translators to minimise sentence 
splitting and merging and preserve the structure of the ST as much as possible may 
contribute to minimise translation errors, with particular reference to logic errors. The 
relation between (logic) errors and syntactic changes may also be analysed from a 
qualitative perspective by investigating the number of errors actually due to sentence 
merging and splitting. Given the large amount of data and variables considered, such an 
analysis could not be included in the present dissertation but might be implemented as a 
further complementary development of the quantitative analysis outlined in this section. 
6.3.2.4 Sentence merging, readability and translation quality 
Syntactic changes in terms of merged sentences may also affect text readability as they 
increase average sentence length and consequently make the syntactic structure of the TT 
more complex. This may also reflect on TQ, as suggested by the comparative analysis of 
the mean sentence merging ratio, readability and TQ in Table 6.7 below.   
 
Mean SMR 
From lowest to highest 
 Readability 
From highest to lowest  
 TQ 
From highest to lowest  
Professionals = Professionals = Professionals 
Intermediates = Intermediates 
Novices 
= Intermediates 
Novices  = = Novices  
Table 6.7. Comparative analysis of the mean sentence merging ratio, readability and translation quality 
Data show consistent patterns of association between the three variables, which appear 
in direct proportion to one another, and suggest that sentence merging negatively affects 
both readability and TQ. This is in line with the observations made in section 6.3.2.3 on the 
relation between syntactic changes and translation errors, which appears to confirm that 
syntactic changes expose the translator to the risk of making errors and/or jeopardise the 
readability and overall quality of the TT. 
 
6.3.3 Descriptive process-related and qualitative product-related data 
The triangulation of descriptive process-related and qualitative product-related data 
aims to highlight possible associations between procedural and textual features. More 
precisely, this section focuses on the relation between TQ and: 
 delivery time (see 6.3.3.1),  
 perceived text difficulty (PTD) and the types of difficulties identified by the 





 self-revision (see 6.3.3.3), and  
 self-assessment (see 6.3.3.4). 
6.3.3.1 Delivery time and translation quality 
The aim of the comparative analysis of delivery time and TQ is to show whether the 
time spent on the task has any impact on TQ, and/or whether the supposed level of TC 
allows translators to achieve high TQ in shorter time as compared to less experienced and 
less supposedly competent translators. 
 
DT 
From fastest to slowest 
 TQ 
From highest to lowest 
Professionals = Professionals  
Novices  Intermediates 
Intermediates  Novices 
Table 6.8. Comparative analysis of delivery time and translation quality 
Data in Table 6.8 suggest that the performance of professionals does not depend so 
much on the time spent on the task as on their TC, which allows them to perform on 
average better and faster than trainees 99 . By contrast, time seems to affect more 
significantly the performance of translation trainees, with the least experienced participants 
performing faster but worse than intermediates, who spent on average more time on the 
task and ultimately achieved a higher level of TQ. On the basis of this analysis, it could be 
concluded that TQ appears to depend more on TC than time, even though time seems to 
compensate for limited TC in less experienced translators, as suggested by the higher 
ranking of intermediates as concerns TQ. This also supports the hypothesis suggested in 
section 5.4.3 about novices’ unjustified overconfidence in their abilities, a factor that makes 
them perform faster than more advanced trainees but ultimately produce lower quality 
TTs.  
6.3.3.2 Perceived text difficulty, main type of difficulty, and translation quality 
The comparison between perceived text difficulty (PTD) and TQ illustrated in Table 
6.9 shows that the two variables are consistently in inverse proportion, since the groups 
scoring the lowest and highest PTD also display the lowest and highest level of TQ 
respectively.  
  
                                                          
99 Similar results were obtained by Márta Lesznyák (2008, 179) in her process-oriented study on the 






Main type of 
difficulties 
PTD 
From highest to lowest 
 TQ 
From lowest to highest 
Lexis  Novices = Novices 
Syntax Intermediates = Intermediates 
None  Professionals = Professionals  
Table 6.9. Comparative analysis of PTD, main type of difficulties in the ST, and translation quality 
This seems to suggest that the perception of the difficulty of the ST reflects not only on 
the translators’ self-assessment (see 5.4.4), but also on the actual quality of their TTs. In 
other words, all the participants seem to have an accurate perception of the relation 
between the difficulty of the task and their capabilities, which is reflected by both their self-
assessment and the external assessment of TQ. This appears to be further confirmed when 
considering that professionals generally claimed not to have encountered any specific 
difficulty in the ST.  
It should also be noted that the group with the highest PDT and lowest TQ, i.e. 
novices, identified the main difficulty of the STs in their lexis. This appears in line with the 
findings of expertise studies suggesting that more expert translators display a more global 
approach to the communicative context of the text, while novice translators focus more on 
the textual microstructure and tend to process shorter chunks of text (see section 1.2.1).   
Aside from affecting motivation in terms of the energy and effort spent on the task, 
PTD “is also associated with metacognitive aspects of problem solving. In this sense, being 
aware of the difficulties of the task may induce more conscious and appropriate problem-
solving strategies and encourage the use of self-regulatory processes” (Lesznyák 2008, 141). 
This might explain not only the bidirectional correspondence between PTD and TQ, but 
also the relation of both variables with self-assessment and the main type of difficulties 
encountered in the task. In other words, the ability to identify and quantify the (types) of 
potential difficulties of a task appears to contribute to the activation of the relevant 
problem-solving and self-monitoring skills, and ultimately improve the quality of the 
translation product. Conversely, the lack of such an ability might result in underestimating 
the task and/or its major difficulties, with a consequent unjustified increase in the self-
perception of the quality of the performance. 
6.3.3.3 Self-revision and translation quality 
As outlined in section 5.3.1.2, TC seems to affect considerably the translators’ approach 
to revision as concerns unilingual vs. comparative re-reading. More precisely, the former 
appears to be preferred by the least experienced translators, while the latter, i.e. 
comparative re-reading, is mostly performed by more advanced trainees and professionals, 
who also adopted a combined approach involving both unilingual and comparative re-
reading. Moreover, empirical evidence from other studies suggested that comparative self-





consideration seems to be implied by the European “Standard for Translation Service 
Providers” (EN 15038), whose guidelines on quality assurance mainly concern the 





From highest to lowest  
Comparative (and unilingual) = Professionals 
Comparative = Intermediates 
Unilingual = Novices  
Table 6.10. Comparative analysis of delivery time and translation quality 
The comparative analysis of self-revision and TQ in Table 6.10 appears to support this 
claim, since double and/or comparative self-revision is not only carried out by the most 
experienced and competent translators within the sample, but also seems to ensure higher 
TQ. As can be noted in Table 6.10, the highest level of TQ is achieved by professionals, i.e. 
the only group performing a double-check procedure including both unilingual and 
comparative self-revision. The second highest level of TQ is achieved by intermediates, who 
mostly performed comparative self-revision, while novices, who mainly relied on unilingual 
procedure, rank lowest as concerns the assessment of TQ. This appears to be in line with 
the findings of previous research on the role of self-revision (see above and section 5.3.1.2) 
and may confirm that (self-)revision plays a crucial role in translation quality assurance.  
6.3.3.4 Self-assessment and translation quality 
The triangulation of self-assessment scores and TQ is meant to show whether the 
participants have an accurate and realistic perception of the quality of their work and, 
consequently, of their competence and abilities as translators.  
 
Self-assessment 
From highest to lowest 
 TQ 
From highest to lowest 
Professionals = Professionals  
Novices  Intermediates 
Intermediates  Novices 
Table 6.11. Comparative analysis of self-assessment and translation quality 
As shown in Table 6.11, only professionals appear to be aware of the actual quality of 
their TTs, since their comparatively higher self-assessment scores correspond to 
comparatively higher quality assessment. Both groups of trainees, on the other hand, show 
a distorted perception of TQ. On the one side, novices overestimated their performance and 
actually achieved the lowest level of TQ within the groups in the sample. Conversely, 





TTs lower scores, even though their actual TQ was higher. This appears to support the 
conclusions drawn from the triangulation of process-related data, suggesting that 
inexperience goes hand in hand with self-confidence and unawareness (see section 5.5), and 
that relatively less experienced and less competent translators lack the self-perception and 
self-monitoring skills required to achieve high TQ (see also section 6.3.3.2).   
 
6.4 A most wanted man: profiling the competent translator  
On the basis of the descriptive and qualitative data analysed in Chapters III, IV, and V 
and the product- and process-related trends observed within the four groups of participants, 
this section describes the three stages of novice, intermediate, and professional translator in 
terms of the general tendencies that have emerged from the triangulation of the different 
variables. Given that the most experienced participants also proved to be the most 
competent translators in the sample (see Chapter IV), the profile of ‘professional translator’ 
here corresponds to that of ‘competent translator’ and thus features all the (textual, 
procedural, and behavioural) characteristics that are expected to be developed by 
translation students throughout their training. 
In Figure 6.1 below, TC is represented as a directed arrow and thought of as a 
continuum extending from the initial stage of ‘novice’ (on the left) to that of 
‘professional/competent’ translator (on the right). This structure allows for the definition of 
TC on the basis of the tendencies observed in competent translators as opposed to novices 
and shows at the same time the development of TC by describing the progressive evolution 
of the trends from one stage to the other. 
 
Figure 6.1. The three stages of competence on the continuum of TC 
 
In the first stages of their training, inexperienced (and necessarily) incompetent 
trainees tend to be overconfident and openly unaware of their lacking experience and 
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revision, which is often combined with low delivery time and high self-assessment. 
Considering that any learning process implies a progress from (relative) ignorance to the 
acquisition of knowledge, any learner should be aware of being somehow lacking and in 
search of something she does not possess. This awareness can be considered the driving 
force behind the learning process, allowing the learner to recognise and ultimately reach 
the final goal of her path. However, this consciousness is often gained through learning and 
experience, since it is acquired knowledge itself that opens up new horizons in the learner’s 
mind, making her aware of what is still unknown. The trends observed in intermediate 
participants show indeed that they have developed a greater awareness of their abilities and 
limits. Intermediates tend to spend the longest time on the task and gradually shift from 
unilingual to comparative self-revision. In spite of this, their consistently lower self-
assessment scores as compared to novices testify to a general lack of self-confidence, 
probably combined with a greater awareness of the standards and level of TQ required of 
professional translators. This appears to be confirmed by the fact that intermediates tend to 
perform comparative (vs. unilingual) self-revision and ultimately reach higher levels of TQ 
than novices. In other words, it seems that training and experience contribute to the 
development of self-monitoring skills and affect self-perception 100 , in that they foster 
awareness in trainees of their still lacking competence and ultimately promote more careful 
revision and rigorous self-assessment. Professionals, on the other hand, seem to be fully 
aware of their competence and display a level of self-confidence that is proportional to the 
quality of their performance (see 6.3.3.4). The development of self-awareness and self-
perception is indeed a key element of any learning processes and is fundamental in 
achieving a high competence levels in any field. Full self-awareness is essential to avoid 
unjustified confidence, develop self-assessment skills and activate the necessary self-
monitoring skills which allow the achievement of high quality. 
Another key feature of increasing TC is the development of time-management skills, 
which in turn lead to higher efficiency. Novices tend to be faster than intermediates but 
evidently do not use the time at their disposal to improve the quality of their work, as 
suggested by the data on self-revision. Also, they appear to display an inefficient 
distribution of effort, as they tend to focus on multiple lexical and syntactic aspects that do 
not significantly improve TQ. More specifically, they tend to focus on lexical richness by 
avoiding repetitions, try to use a more varied vocabulary, and significantly alter the 
syntactic structure of the ST mainly through sentence merging. This causes their TTs to 
be significantly more complex from the syntactic point of view. Also, the greater amount of 
time required for rephrasing could be devoted to more accurate online and final self-
revision. This behaviour is cognitively more demanding as the effort is distributed over 
                                                          
100 This has recently been confirmed by Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey (2013, 112), who observed that 
the “analysis of the commentaries indicates that training, experience, and translation direction appear to 





multiple less significant issues rather than focused on critical features, which also implies a 
greater exposure to risk (Pym 2005). In sum, novices’ efficiency in terms of both the 
distribution of the cognitive effort and the proportion between the time spent on the task 
and the outcome thereof not only appears very low, but also involves high exposure to risk. 
Conversely, professionals tend not to alter the syntactic structure of the ST where possible, 
and minimise their interventions by adopting a minimax approach, which also minimises 
their exposure to the risk of making errors. They appear to adopt a literal approach to the 
task and use reformulation and sentence merging or splitting only when necessary or 
preferable. As pointed out by Englund Dimitrova (2005a, 31–32), 
[t]he issue of literal translation versus non-literal translation procedures is a 
central one for professionalism and expertise in translation. with [sic.] a slight 
exaggeration, it could be claimed that anyone who can read and write and who 
has a translation ability and a bilingual dictionary can produce some kind of 
translated ‘text’ applying the procedure of literal translation. However, in order 
to achieve professional competence and expertise as a translator, it is necessary 
to know which text fragments can be translated literally and which cannot. 
Hence, the ability to select between literal and non-literal translation procedures seems 
one of the core competencies of translators and is probably part of a risk-management 
strategy aimed to reduce the risk of error and increase efficiency. 
The three stages of competence identified within the continuum of TC, i.e. novice, 
intermediate, and professional, also differ in the primary focus adopted for the task. Novice 
translators generally appear more concerned with stylistic issues and apparently feel the 
urge to avoid the repetition of the same word or reproduce the syntactic structure of the 
ST, probably in the attempt to prove their competence as translators. Intermediates tend to 
be more focused on the informative content of the text and consistently try to make the 
message more explicit and clear. Also, they tend to be more accurate than novice 
translators, as they generally avoid reductions (see 3.2.3.3) and make a lower number of 
accuracy errors (see 4.3.4.2). Finally, professionals are the group placing the greatest focus 
on accuracy and meaning. Apparently, their more extended FLS and FSS (“Frequent Lexis 
Store” and “Frequent Structure Store”, Bell 1991, see also 5.3.1.2) allow them to select 
equivalents faster than trainees and to focus on revision and accuracy, which ultimately 
increases the quality of their performance.  
On the grounds of the empirical results obtained and the three different profiles 
described above, section 6.5 provides some tentative training guidelines which might be of 
help for both translation trainers and trainees, with a view to setting and achieving more 






6.5 From the lab to the classroom: some tentative empirically-grounded 
suggestions for translation trainers and trainees 
The product- and process-related analysis outlined in Chapters III, IV and Chapter V 
together with the profiles of the novice, intermediate, and professional translator illustrated 
in the previous section can serve as a reference framework for the development of learning 
goals in translator training. Without any claim for completeness or exhaustiveness, this 
section proposes a list of training guidelines resulting from this empirical investigation, 
which include behavioural, procedural and textual issues. The guidelines address both 
translation trainers and trainees, as they are intended not only as supporting developmental 
hypotheses for translator training, but also as practical recommendations for those who are 
making their way in the world of translation. Such guidelines may also be of help to raise 
awareness in trainees about the goals they are supposed to achieve and provide them with a 
set of practical indications about the ‘dos and don’ts’ of professional translation. Also, they 
may encourage self-reflection on one’s strengths and weaknesses and ultimately promote 
self-training. 
  Translation trainees should develop self-awareness and self-assessment skills. 
Despite its controversial origin101, the well-known quotation “all I know is that I know 
nothing” attributed to Socrates is often quoted to point out that wisdom implies the 
awareness of the endless nature of knowledge and, consequently, of the limits of the 
knowledge one can possess. This may explain and justify novices’ tendency to be 
overconfident and unaware of their actual knowledge and competence, but also suggests 
that self-awareness and modesty are essential prerequisites in any learning path. Hence, it is 
fundamental for future translators to develop a sense of self-awareness to have a clear 
understanding of their strengths and weaknesses. Similarly, they should be trained to 
develop the self-assessment skills necessary to assess the quality of their translations.   
  Translation trainees should be acquainted with the quality standards required of 
professional translators in both the academic and professional world. 
The ability to assess the quality of a translation, whether one’s own or someone else’s, 
is fundamental for the translator in order to ensure the minimum quality standards required 
of professionals. Given the wide variety of parameters and methods for the assessment of 
translation quality (see Chapter IV for an overview), it is necessary for future translators to 
be acquainted with the different perspectives and approaches adopted in both academia and 
the professional market, so as to meet the specific standards required of students and 
professionals throughout the different stages of their career. 
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  Translation trainees should develop self-monitoring skills. 
Quality assurance also involves the development of self-monitoring skills, i.e. the skills 
necessary to perceive problems, possible errors and failures, and to identify segments which 
might need revising. As reported by Sirén and Hakkarainen (2002), “Glaser and Chi 
(1988:xx) [found that] experts have strong self-monitoring skills. They seem to be more 
aware than novices of their failure to comprehend, of making errors, or of the need to check 
their solutions. Experts do not only perform tasks or solve problems but direct and control 
these processes as well”102. This also entails the performance of more accurate and effective 
self-revision, which resulted in the production of higher quality translations on the part of 
professionals. In sum, trainee translators should learn how to identify, deal with and solve 
translation problems or correct translation errors throughout the three phases of the 
translation process (Jakobsen 2002), so as to produce more accurate drafts and perform 
more effective and efficient self-revision. Also, they should be able to select and adjust their 
strategies and procedures to the specific needs of the task at hand, so as to cope with time 
and task constraints and achieve higher levels of efficiency.  
  Translation trainees should learn how to develop and adopt risk-management strategies, so 
as to focus primarily on high-risk elements of the ST. 
Self-monitoring skills imply the ability to identify and address high-risk elements of the 
ST that might result in critical translation errors. The adoption of a risk-management 
strategy that focuses primarily on high-risk elements could prove particularly useful for 
unexperienced translators, who are necessarily more exposed to the risk of making errors 
and tend to disperse their efforts over a greater number of translation problems. More 
precisely, such a risk-management strategy could allow translation trainees to minimise the 
impact of critical errors on the quality of their translations, and consequently maximise 
their efficiency in terms of the ratio between time spent on the task, cognitive effort, and 
overall quality of the translation product. Most importantly, this type of strategy could help 
them use due caution when dealing with high-risk elements and avoid, for instance, radical 
changes and reformulations in doubtful cases or when they are not needed.     
  Translation trainees should learn how to distribute their attention and cognitive effort 
according to the prominence/criticality of the different textual elements or segments. 
As pointed out by Pym (2005), “some solutions involve more risk than others, and […] 
some involve more effort than others. The goodness or badness of a solution is then a 
question of the way risk correlates with effort.” In addition to risk management, the same 
principle may equally apply to the global strategy adopted for the translation task. Instead 
of dispersing their attention and cognitive effort over multiple issues, translation trainees 
may consider adopting a literal approach to the translation task, thus saving their cognitive 
                                                          





resources to tackle more critical issues or improve their renditions in highly prominent 
segments of the task.       
  Translation trainees should learn how to develop and adopt a minimax approach to the task 
and how to improve their efficiency. 
Where possible, the adoption of a literal approach to translation may also increase the 
overall efficiency of the translation process by reducing the amount of time and cognitive 
resources spent over minor issues, thus devoting such resources to the stage of final 
revision. This could ultimately result in a global improvement of translation quality and 
also in a more rational and effective use of time. 
  Translation trainees should get acquainted with different types of reading strategies and 
adopt the one that is most appropriate to the specific task. 
Another possible way to improve efficiency is to adopt different reading strategies other 
than full-text reading. As suggested by the process-related data, more advanced trainees 
and professionals tend to adopt different approaches to the first reading of the ST and 
generally opt for less time-consuming procedures, e.g. scanning and skimming, to get a 
general idea of the ST. This allows for a reduction of the time spent in the orientation phase 
and a consequent increase in the time available for the improvement of the draft version 
and/or online and final revisions, which may ultimately positively reflect on translation 
quality.  
  Translation trainees should widen their FLS and FSS in both the SL(s) and TL(s) they 
(will) work with. 
The size of the “Frequent Lexis Store” and “Frequent Structure Store” (Bell 1991) 
directly affects both the translator’s efficiency and translation quality in that it speeds up 
the translation process by reducing the time spent on dictionary lookups; it also improves 
the quality of the lexical and stylistic choices of translators. The fact that the professional 
translators in the present study generally used a lower number of different reference 
materials (see section 5.3.1.2) and a more sophisticated vocabulary (see section 3.4.2) as 
compared to trainees and were still faster than less experienced participants (see section 
5.2) testifies that they possess a wider repertoire of lexical items and syntactic structures in 
both languages, which minimises the time spent looking for equivalents and rephrasing. 
Hence, trainees should (be encouraged to) enrich their vocabulary and repertoire of 
syntactic structures in all their language combinations, so as to improve both their 
efficiency and the quality of their translations.  
  Translation trainees should make a more balanced and rational use of expansions and 
reductions. 
In fact, all time-consuming activities that do not result in a (significant) improvement of 
translation quality should be avoided, especially in the first stages of the educational path 





translation product. Hence, in order to make more efficient use of time, ineffective 
expansions and reductions are best avoided, as they may require both time and cognitive 
effort without resulting in significant improvements of the TT.   
  Translation trainees should learn how to make profitable use of monolingual dictionaries. 
The process-related data on the use of dictionaries (see section 5.3.1.2) suggested that 
more experienced translators tend to rely more on monolingual dictionaries as compared to 
novices. The use of monolingual dictionaries may encourage translation trainees to find 
more customised equivalents for the task at hand than those suggested by bilingual 
dictionaries, which might help them foster their “Frequent Lexis Store” (Bell 1991) and 
develop their linguistic skills. 
 
6.6 Concluding remarks on the research project: main strengths and limitations 
A thorough and fair report about the conduct and results of an empirical study cannot 
fail to discuss the strong points and limitations of both the empirical design and methods of 
investigation that have been adopted. After describing the main strengths of the research 
project (see section 6.6.1), this section outlines the drawbacks that were inherent in the 
research design of the empirical study or that have emerged during the conduct thereof (see 
section 6.6.2). 
 
6.6.1 Main strengths of the research project 
One of the main strong points of the present research project is assumed to be the size of 
the study in terms of number of participants, materials produced and variables investigated. 
Early empirical studies on the development of TC based their observations and conclusions 
on small samples, sometimes consisting of case studies with one participant only. More 
recently, larger samples of 20-50 participants have been used, mostly in funded projects 
conducted by research groups consisting of several researchers (e.g. PACTE’s 
investigations and “TransComp”, which are discussed in Chapter I). The larger sample of 
this study, consisting of 63 participants, is therefore a distinctive feature of this research 
project, which is one of the largest empirical longitudinal studies of TC conducted thus far. 
As far as the amount of data produced is concerned, the particular design of the 
investigation allowed for the collection of a parallel corpus of about 100,000 tokens made up 
of 239 authentic translations divided into six different sub-corpora (one for each source text 
translated). This considerable amount of research materials can be used for future research on 
other competence-related variables, so as to widen the scope of the present investigation, as 
well as for other studies in the field of corpus linguistics. Moreover, the number of different 
variables considered (i.e. 12, doubling up to 24 if the different process-related variables are 
considered separately) is also one of the major strengths of the project, since it allowed for 





Though primarily product-oriented, the study also included process-related data as possible 
explanatory evidence and for triangulation purposes, with special reference to translation 
quality. This combined approach to the study of TC was intended to bridge the gap 
between and somehow reconcile these two opposite perspectives. To the best of my 
knowledge, very few empirical studies on TC have encompassed such a variety of different 
product- and process-related data, since they generally focused on a single variable (e.g. 
Englund Dimitrova 2005b) or only considered the assessment of the translation product for 
comparative purposes within a process-oriented analysis (e.g. Göpferich 2009). 
Another strength of this investigation relates to its longitudinal research design, involving 
repeated measurements of the same phenomenon on the same sample. Such a design 
allowed not only for the monitoring of the performance of the same participants over a 
three-year period (which makes it one of the very few proper longitudinal studies carried 
out in this field, see section 1.3.1.2) but also for the synchronic comparative analysis of the 
performance of translators at different stages in the development of their TC. Also, from a 
synchronic perspective, the repetition of the same type of task provided multiple datasets to 
be compared and contrasted, so that final conclusions are not drawn from a single 
observation, but rather on the basis of multiple and repeated measurements which can 
further support or question the trends observed in the previous task(s). 
Last but not least, this investigation led to the development of some essential training 
guidelines which can be easily operationalised and applied in translator training. From the 
perspective of translator trainers, these guidelines may constitute the empirical basis for the 
design of academic curricula and serve a twofold purpose: first, they could be used as 
predictive developmental hypotheses to anticipate and prevent unsuccessful behaviours; 
second, they could assist translation trainers in setting pragmatic learning goals and 
establishing more objective evaluation criteria, so as to speed up the learning process, on 
the one hand, and provide a sound empirical background for translation assessment, on the 
other. As concerns translation trainees, the proposed guidelines might serve as a reference 
framework to get acquainted with the learning objectives they are expected to achieve and 
the main pitfalls they could encounter as novice translators. 
 
6.6.2 Main limitations of the research project 
As any other empirical investigation, this research project also includes some 
limitations in both its design and possible applications. 
First, the product-oriented trends that have been observed only apply to the language 
combination (EN>IT) and genre (i.e. non-specialist press articles) under consideration, and 
need further research in order to be generalised. To provide further supporting evidence to 
this product-oriented analysis, the study should ideally be replicated with other language 
pairs, so as to observe whether (the same) textual trends emerge. Also, a product analysis of 





domains, thus providing empirical evidence for the definition of specialist (vs. general) TC 
and the development of specific training guidelines (see section 6.7).  
Second, other product-related variables might have been considered so as to lead to the 
identification of other relevant patterns, such as, for instance, the alteration of word order 
at sentence level in the TT. Further analysis of the same data including other variables, 
however, still remains possible and might be the object of future work and publications (see 
section 6.7). 
Third, the process-oriented analysis was only intended as complementary to the main focus of 
the investigation, i.e. the analysis of the translation product, and was necessarily limited to 
delivery time and the data collected through the post-task questionnaires. Other types of 
process-related data, e.g. keystroke reports, screen-activity recordings and/or retrospective 
verbalisations and interviews, might have allowed gaining other interesting and deeper 
insights into the participants’ translation processes. The involvement of other researchers 
in the project might have provided valuable support for the collection and analysis of such 
types of process-related data. 
Finally, another critical point of the design was the duration of the empirical phase, which 
covered two years and a half. The long-term and weighty commitment required to 
participants made some of them withdraw from the study (see section 2.3.1). Also, given the 
absence of any type of benefit or reward, some issues could be raised about the quality of the 
participants’ commitment, particularly in the final stages of the empirical phase, which 
caused the sixth translation task to be excluded from the analysis (see section 2.3.1). 
 
6.7 What’s next? Further developments and paths for future research 
As mentioned in section 3.6.1, this study is a first attempt to explore the relation 
between specific textual variables and TC, and provide complementary process-oriented 
analysis to such investigation. As in any first tentative exploration, many paths remained 
unbeaten that might be worth further exploration.  
The data collected within this research project might be further exploited in order to 
widen the scope of the investigation by analysing within-group (as opposed to between-
group) data and/or additional textual variables, e.g. possible changes in word order at 
sentence level. In particular, the identification and analysis of possible patterns observed for 
individual participants might provide empirical evidence for the study of the “individual 
competence patterns” proposed by Hansen, i.e. “a combination of individual conditions, which 
shape both [the] style of translation during the translation process and the translation 
product itself” (2013, 50; original emphasis). 
The same study might also be replicated exploring a different genre, language 
combination or directionality, so as to find out whether similar results are obtained despite 





Finally, a comparative analysis can be carried out between the patterns identified with 
reference to general TC and those of specialised TC, e.g. legal TC (Scarpa and Orlando, 
forthcoming), so as to explore the impact of specialised STs on both the translation process 
and product of less and more advanced trainees. In particular, a comparative analysis will be 
conducted in the near future drawing on the results of the present investigation and those 
of a Ph.D. empirical research project on legal TC which is currently being carried out by 






Chapter VI in a nutshell 
On the basis of the triangulation of the product and process-related data analysed in Chapters 
III, IV, and V and the textual and procedural trends observed within the four groups of 
participants, this chapter described the three stages of novice, intermediate, and 
professional translator in terms of general tendencies. TC is here thought of as a continuum 
and is represented as a directed arrow extending from the initial stage of novice to that of 
professional/competent translator. More precisely: 
 novice translators mostly display lack of (self-)awareness, overconfidence, lack of self-
monitoring skills, lack of time-management skills, inefficient distribution of effort, 
exposure to risk, and a focus on style; 
 intermediate translators feature limited self-perception, lack of self-confidence, greater 
self-monitoring skills, low efficiency, tendency to explicitness, and a greater focus 
on accuracy; 
 professional and competent translators display self-awareness, self-monitoring skills, 
efficiency, minimax approach to the task, risk-management strategies, more 
extended Frequent Lexis Store (Bell 1991), and a focus on accuracy and meaning. 
This allowed for the development of some tentative guidelines to be applied to translator 
training. These suggest that translation trainees should: 
 develop self-awareness and self-assessment skills; 
 be acquainted with the quality standards required of professional translators in both 
the academic and professional world; 
 develop self-monitoring skills; 
 learn how to develop and adopt risk-management strategies, so as to focus primarily 
on high-risk elements of the ST; 
 learn how to distribute their attention and cognitive effort according to the 
prominence/criticality of the different textual elements or segments; 
 learn how to develop and adopt a minimax approach to the task and how to improve 
their efficiency; 
 get acquainted with different reading strategies and adopt the one that is most 
appropriate to the specific task; 
 widen their Frequent Lexis Store and Frequent Structure Store in both the SL(s) and 
TL(s) they (will) work with; 
 make a more balanced and rational use of expansions and reductions; 
 learn how to make profitable use of monolingual dictionaries. 
As in any first tentative exploration, in this study many paths remained unbeaten that 
might be worth further exploration. These include the analysis of within-group (as opposed 
to between-group) data, the investigation of additional textual variables and the use of 
different textual genres, language combinations or directionality, so as to find out whether 
similar or different results are obtained. 
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Appendix 1. 
Source text for the first translation task 
 
 
[1]Why I sent Oxford a rejection letter 
[2]Withdrawing my application to the university makes perfect sense – it’s a 
symbol of unfairness in our education system 
Elly Nowell 
guardian.co.uk, Thursday 19 January 2012 
 
[3]A little over a month ago, I sent Oxford a rejection email that parodied the thousands that they send each 
year. [4] Much to my surprise, it has become a bit of an internet hit, and has provoked reactions of both 
horror and amusement. 
[5]In it, I wrote: "I have now considered your establishment as a place to read Law (Jurisprudence). [6]I 
very much regret to inform you that I will be withdrawing my application. [7]I realise you may be 
disappointed by this decision, but you were in competition with many fantastic universities and following 
your interview I am afraid you do not quite meet the standard of the universities I will be considering." 
[8]I certainly did not expect the email to spread as far as it has. [9]Varying between offers of TV 
interviews and hundreds of enthusiastic Facebook messages (including, rather bizarrely, dozens from 
Peru), it has certainly been far-reaching. [10]I find this hard to explain – but perhaps it’s because there is 
little light-hearted mockery of Oxbridge around. [11]Many of my friends and undoubtedly many strangers 
were unable to comprehend that I’d sent such an email to this bastion of prestige and privilege. [12]Why 
was I not afraid of damaging my future prospects as a lawyer?  
[13]For me, such questions paint a picture of a very cynical society. [14]I do not want to study law because 
I want to be rich, or wear an uncomfortable wig and cloak. [15]Perhaps optimistically, I want to study law 
because I am interested in justice. 
[16]To me, withdrawing my application to an institution that is a symbol of unfairness in both our 
education and the legal system (which is so dominated by Oxbridge graduates) makes perfect sense, and I 
am reluctant to be part of a system so heavily dominated by such a narrow group of self-selecting elites. 
[17]It seems tragic that people often seem to believe that individuals should compromise their beliefs in 







Source text for the second translation task 
 
 
Britain in 2011 
ENVIRONMENT | News 
 
[1]How low can you go? 
[2]Research suggests emissions-reduction targets aren’t enough 
 
[3]REDUCING CARBON EMISSIONS from cars is high on government to-do lists, but new 
research from the BRASS Research Centre has shown that EU emissions-reduction targets lack 
ambition. 
[4]Transport is the sector with the fastest- growing greenhouse gas emissions across Europe. 
[5]There is little hope of achieving European targets for carbon dioxide reduction without 
tackling cars, which account for around 12 per cent of all emissions. [6]Under EU legislation 
adopted in 2009, the average passenger car sold by 2015 should comply with a carbon dioxide 
target of 130 grams per kilometre. [7]This compares with an existing average of 150-160g/km. 
[8]The EU has now set a further target to reduce emissions to 95g/km by 2020. [9]But is this as 
low as we could realistically go? 
[10]Research conducted by BRASS, and commissioned by Greenpeace International, has 
explored the potential options available for governments and car companies to pursue more 
aggressive reductions. [11]The findings demonstrate that a lower target of 80g/km is readily 
achievable. [12]It involves combining the technological improvements planned to deliver the 
reduction to 95g/km with design strategies, which will deliver reduced average car weight and 
power. 
[13]One of the report’s authors, Dr Peter Wells, comments: “lf the automotive industry starts to 
act now, it has ten years and considerable strategic flexibility to achieve a managed transition 
towards low-CO2 mobility by 2020. [14]All the evidence on climate change suggests our 
response must be stronger and faster than previously thought. [15]This report shows that the 
automotive industry can, and should, do more." 
[16]The current target is to limit emissions from new cars to 95g/km by 2020. [17]A review of 
this legislation to agree how car makers should reach the target is scheduled no later than the end 
of 2012. [18]This research demonstrates that they could drive emissions down further to reach 
the lower target of 80g/km, and sets out the route by which they can get there. [19]The question 
is not whether it is feasible to get car emissions down to 80g/km by 2020, but whether 
governments have the gumption and car companies the vision to make sure it happens.  
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Appendix 3. 




[1] Small companies in poor countries 
[2]Looking for a Google 
[3]Can the spirit of enterprise be taught? 




[4]WORLD-BEATING companies that began in garages—think of Amazon, Apple or Google—
are revered in the West. [5]Developing countries can boast one or two examples of their own: 
India’s Tata and South Korea’s Samsung began life as small trading companies; Thailand’s 
Charoen Pokphand Group, an agri-business firm, started as a seed shop. [6]But these are 
exceptions. [7]Of the millions of small enterprises in poor countries, hardly any grow big and 
strong. 
[8]Muhammad Yunus, the founder of Bangladesh’s Grameen Bank, a microlender, describes the 
poor as “natural entrepreneurs”. [9]If so, it is not clear what happens to them. [10]In America, if 
a company lasts 35 years, it becomes on average ten times as productive and employs ten times 
as many people. [11]If an Indian one lasts that long, its productivity merely doubles and its 
headcount actually falls. [12]The bank’s survey of 54,000 firms in 102 developing countries finds 
that large firms (those with over 100 workers) have higher productivity and higher wages, are 
more likely to export and are more innovative than small firms (those with fewer than 20 
employees). [13]Big firms are more likely to add a new product, incorporate new technology or 
upgrade a product line. [14]Small firms tend to stay small. 
[15]The question is what can be done to improve matters. [16]Obviously, good infrastructure and 
a welcoming investment climate matter. [17]Governments have tried providing cheap loans or 
grants to pay the wages of an extra employee. [18]This had no effect.[19] Nor did giving special 
grants to female business owners, as happened in Ghana. [20]But free management training did 
help. [21]The trouble is that most enterprises see no point in it: asked whether lack of 
management expertise was a problem, only 3% of Brazilian small firms said yes. 
[22]Learning from abroad, though, makes a big difference. [23]In 1979 Desh, a Bangladeshi 
garments firm, sent 130 of its staff for an eight-month course at a South Korean textile plant. 
[24]At the time, Bangladesh had no textile exports and no modern industry.[25]When the trainees 
got back, almost all of them set up their own firms. [26]Today Bangladesh has 3.6m textile 







Source text for the fourth translation task 
 
 
[1]The UN Commission on the Status of Women unmasks 
equality’s enemies 
[2]There might not be many things the Vatican and the Muslim Brotherhood 
agree on, but one is keeping women ‘in their place’ 
Jill Filipovic 
theguardian.com, Monday 18 March 2013 17.00 GMT 
 
[3]Who doesn’t want to end violence against women? 
[4]More than a few nations and conservative organizations, apparently. [5]Under the cover of 
culture, religion and tradition, they have attempted to impede consensus on a simple agreement to 
solidify the rights of women to be free from abuse. [6]With violence against women endemic – 
one in three women worldwide will be on the receiving end of violence in her lifetime – appeals 
to culture or religion don’t just ring hollow; they’re reckless, cruel and expose how brutally 
misogynist our world remains. 
[7]The United Nations Commission on the Status of Women brought hundreds of international 
leaders to New York to discuss strategies for ending violence against women. [8]After two weeks 
of debate, it concluded with a communiqué stating the principles agreed upon at the gathering. 
[9]The principles initially proposed by UN Women head Michelle Bachelet were not particularly 
radical. [10]They simply asserted that governments have an obligation to make sure women in 
their countries are protected, that women in every corner of the world have a right to bodily 
integrity, and that religion, custom or tradition are not excuses for governments to skirt their 
obligations to protect all their citizens. 
[11]Nonetheless, many of the usual suspects (and some new ones) were unwilling to adopt the 
"women are people, not punching bags" framework. [12]The Vatican, Iran and Russia tried to 
strip out the language that would block governments from using the "it’s our 
custom/religion/tradition" excuse. [13]They also hedged at language suggesting that a husband 
doesn’t have the right to rape his wife. 
[14]But here is the honest truth: systematic violence against women maintains the male 
monopoly on political, economic and social power. [15]When women live in fear of violence it 
maintains a system of free female labor within the "traditional" family, and keeps half of the 
population from competing with men for paid work or social capital. [16] Women, as it turns out, 
are just as smart and capable and hardworking as men, which is why keeping women 
disempowered and vulnerable requires large-scale coercion and violence. 
[17]It’s not that misogynist governments and organizations support violence against women, 
exactly, although some of them do. [18]It’s that they directly benefit from the sexist system that 
violence against women enables. 
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Appendix 5. 
Source text for the fifth translation task 
 
 
[1]Britain Looks to Lure Chinese Visitors With Simplified 
Visa Rules 
[2]U.K. Treasury Chief Starts Five-Day Trade Mission With Announcement 
Aimed at Attracting Tourists 
Oct. 14, 2013 5:59 a.m. ET 
The Wall Street Journal 
[3]BEIJING—Britain announced simplified visa application rules Monday that it hopes will 
entice more high-spending travelers from China, as the two sides eased a spat over the Dalai 
Lama that had disrupted economic exchanges. 
[4]The announcement by U.K. treasury chief George Osborne came at the start of a five-day 
trade mission to China during which several major deals are expected to be signed. 
[5]Mr. Osborne’s visit also marked a resumption of normal exchanges that were suspended after 
Prime Minister David Cameron angered Beijing by meeting last year with the Dalai Lama, the 
exiled Tibetan spiritual leader accused by Chinese authorities of fomenting separatism—a charge 
he denies. 
[6]Mr. Cameron was forced to abandon a trip to Beijing in April after China said he would not be 
able to meet with high-ranking officials. [7]Some lower-level meetings also were put on hold. 
[8]British diplomats say that Mr. Cameron’s visit is being rescheduled, although no date has been 
announced. 
[9]In a speech to students at the elite Peking University, Mr. Osborne emphasized Britain’s 
keenness to attract Chinese trade and investment in all sectors. 
[10]"I don’t want Britain to resent China’s success; I want us to celebrate it," Mr. Osborne said. 
[11]"I don’t want us to try to resist your economic progress; I want Britain to share it." 
[12]The visa changes allow selected Chinese tour guides to apply to visit Britain using only the 
application for the Schengen zone, which covers 22 out of the 28 EU member states along with 
Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland. [13]That makes it easier for them to lead groups 
both on the continent and in Britain, which requires most Chinese visitors to apply separately for 
a British visa. 
[14]Targeting China’s new wealthy, the U.K. also will start a 24-hour "super priority" 
application, and is considering expanding a VIP service that sends teams out to applicants to 
collect their forms and biometric data. 
[15]British tourism officials have complained that the need to apply for a second visa discourages 
free-spending Chinese groups from visiting the U.K., meaning they buy handbags and other 












A billion shades of grey 
An ageing economy will be a slower and more unequal one—
unless policy starts changing now 
Apr 26th 2014 | From the print edition 
WARREN BUFFETT is an icon of American capitalism. At 83, he also epitomises a striking 
demographic trend: for highly skilled people to go on working well into what was once thought 
to be old age. Across the rich world, well-educated people increasingly work longer than the less-
skilled. Some 65% of American men aged 62-74 with a professional degree are in the workforce, 
compared with 32% of men with only a high-school certificate. In the European Union the 
pattern is similar.  
This gap is part of a deepening divide between the well-educated well-off and the unskilled poor 
that is slicing through all age groups. Rapid innovation has raised the incomes of the highly 
skilled while squeezing those of the unskilled. And the well-qualified are extending their working 
lives, compared with those of less-educated people. The consequences, for individuals and 
society, are profound.  
The world is on the cusp of a staggering rise in the number of old people, and they will live 
longer than ever before. The experience of the 20
th
 century, when greater longevity translated into 
more years in retirement rather than more years at work, has persuaded many observers that this 
shift will lead to slower economic growth and “secular stagnation”. 
But the notion of a sharp division between the working young and the idle old misses a new 
trend, the growing gap between the skilled and the unskilled. Employment rates are falling 
among younger unskilled people, whereas older skilled folk are working longer. The divide is 
most extreme in America, where well-educated baby-boomers are putting off retirement while 
many less-skilled younger people have dropped out of the workforce. 
Policy is partly responsible. Many European governments have abandoned policies that used to 
encourage people to retire early. But the changing nature of work also plays a big role. Pay has 
risen sharply for the highly educated, and those people continue to reap rich rewards into old age 
because these days the educated elderly are more productive than their predecessors.  
This trend will benefit not just fortunate oldies but also, in some ways, society as a whole. Rich 
countries with lots of well-educated older people will find the burden of ageing easier to bear 
than places like China, where half of all 50-to-64-year-olds did not complete primary-school 
education.  
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Appendix 7. 
Edited version of ST2 
 
Small companies in poor countries 
Looking for a Google 
Can the spirit of enterprise be taught? 
 
WORLD-BEATING companies that began in garages—think of Amazon, Apple or Google—are 
revered in the West. Developing countries can boast one or two examples of their own: India’s 
Tata and South Korea’s Samsung began life as small trading companies; Thailand’s Charoen 
Pokphand Group, an agribusiness firm, started as a seed shop. But these are exceptions. Of the 
millions of small enterprises in poor countries, hardly any grow big and strong. The World 
Bank’s new World Development Report* looks at what can be done to help start-ups in poor 
countries become the next Google.  
Muhammad Yunus, the founder of Bangladesh’s Grameen Bank, a microlender, describes the 
poor as “natural entrepreneurs”. If so, it is not clear what happens to them. In America, if a 
company lasts 35 years, it becomes on average ten times as productive and employs ten times as 
many people. If an Indian one lasts that long, its productivity merely doubles and its headcount 
actually falls (see chart). The bank’s survey of 54,000 firms in 102 developing countries finds 
that large firms (those with over 100 workers) have higher productivity and higher wages, are 
more likely to export and are more innovative than small firms (those with fewer than 18/10/12 
2/3 20 employees). Big firms are more likely to add a new product, incorporate new technology 
or upgrade a product line. Small firms tend to stay small.  
The result has been growing pessimism about what Abhijit Banerjee and Esther Duflo of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology call “reluctant entrepreneurs”—poor people who run their 
own businesses only because they cannot find a job. “We are kidding ourselves if we think they 
can pave the way for a mass exit from poverty,” they wrote last year in a book called “Poor 
Economics”.  
The bank tries to reinstate some of Mr Yunus’s sunnier outlook. It shows that, in seven African 
countries, the return on capital for tiny enterprises is ten times that for the largest 20% of firms. 
Some small firms, at least, are doing well, not just surviving. The bank also scored the business 
expertise of owners and managers of other small African enterprises. The results, plotted as a 
graph, are a standard bell-shape: a few poor results at one end, a few excellent ones at the other 
and a bulge of average scores in the middle. This is not a picture of failure across the board.  
The question is what can be done to improve matters. Obviously, good infrastructure and a 
welcoming investment climate matter. Governments have tried providing cheap loans or grants to 
pay the wages of an extra employee. This had no effect. Nor did giving special grants to female 
business owners, as happened in Ghana. But free management training did help. The trouble is 
that most enterprises see no point in it: asked whether lack of management expertise was a 
problem, only 3% of Brazilian small firms said yes. 
Learning from abroad, though, makes a big difference. In 1979 Desh, a Bangladeshi garments 
firm, sent 130 of its staff for an eight-month course at a South Korean textile plant. At the time, 
Bangladesh had no textile exports and no modern industry. When the trainees got back, almost all 
of them set up their own firms. Today Bangladesh has 3.6m textile workers, 80% of them 







Sample questionnaire for students 
Qualche breve domanda… 
 
 Indica la tua sigla identificativa (ad es. A1, B2, C3, etc.) ………………………. 
1. Da quanti anni studi inglese? …………………………….. 
2. Come hai trovato il testo da tradurre? 




 Molto difficile 
3. Il tempo a tua disposizione (2h): 
 Era eccessivo rispetto al compito traduttivo (avrei potuto finire in meno tempo) 
 Era proporzionato al compito traduttivo (ho avuto tutto il tempo necessario) 
 Era insufficiente per svolgere il compito traduttivo (avrei voluto qualche minuto in 
più) 
4. Prima di iniziare a tradurre hai letto: 
 Tutto il testo per intero 
 Tutto il testo, ma in parti per avere un’idea generale 
 Il paragrafo che di volta in volta mi apprestavo a tradurre 
 Il periodo che di volta in volta mi apprestavo a tradurre 
 La frase che di volta in volta mi apprestavo a tradurre 
 Altro (specificare: ………………………………………….………………………) 
5. Per tradurre hai utilizzato principalmente (possibile segnare più risposte):  
 Dizionari bilingui specifica se:  online,  offline,  cartaceo 
 Dizionari monolingui specifica se:  online,  offline,  cartaceo 
 Ricerche su Google (occorrenze, testi paralleli…) 
 Glossari 
 Altro (specificare: ……………………………………….…………………………) 
6. Le difficoltà che hai trovato nel testo erano principalmente dovute (possibile 
segnare più risposte): 
 Al lessico del testo di partenza 
 Alla struttura sintattica del testo di partenza 
 Altro (specificare: ……………………………………….………………………..) 
 Non ho avuto particolari difficoltà 
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7. Hai effettuato una revisione del testo prima di consegnarlo? 
 Sì  
 No 
a. Se sì, come (possibile segnare più risposte)? 
 Finita la traduzione l’ho riletta per intero 
 Rivedevo ogni paragrafo dopo averlo terminato 
 Rivedevo ogni periodo dopo averlo terminato 
 Rivedevo ogni frase dopo averla terminata 
 Altro (specificare: …………………………….…………….…………………..) 
b. Nel rivedere il testo (possibile segnare più risposte): 
 ho riletto solo la mia traduzione, senza confrontarla con il testo di partenza 
 ho sempre confrontato la mia traduzione con il testo di partenza 
 Altro (specificare: ………………………………..……………………………..) 
8. Come valuteresti la tua traduzione su una scala da 1 a 10? ..................... 
9. Rispetto al testo della prova precedente (“Xxxxx”, su xxx), questo testo era: 
 Più difficile perché ...……………………………………………………………. 
 Più o meno della stesso grado di difficoltà 
 Più facile perché …...……………………………………………………………. 






11. Da xxx a xxx, hai frequentato corsi di lingua inglese oltre a quelli previsti dal tuo 
piano di studi (es. workshop in traduzione, corsi presso scuole e/o insegnanti 
privati, etc.)? 
 Sì (specificare tipo di corso e numero approssimativo di ore:…..……………..…...) 
 No 
12. Da xxx a xxx, hai eseguito traduzioni EN>IT oltre a quelle previste dal corso 
universitario (es. lavori per agenzie e/o privati, traduzioni per corsi di inglese 
presso scuole e/o insegnanti privati, etc.)? 
 Sì (specificare approssimativamente il num. complessivo di parole tradotte [ad es. il 
TP che hai appena tradotto ne conta circa 350]:…..……………..…………….....) 
 No 
13. Da xxx a xxx, sei stato in paesi anglofoni (es. UK, USA, Irlanda, etc.)? 
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Appendix 9. 
Sample questionnaire for professionals 
Qualche breve domanda… 
 
 Indica la tua sigla identificativa (ad es. A1, B2, C3, etc.) ………………………. 
1. Da quanti anni pratichi/lavori con la lingua inglese? …………………………….. 
2. Come hai trovato il testo da tradurre? 




 Molto difficile 
3. Il tempo a tua disposizione (2h): 
 Era eccessivo rispetto al compito traduttivo (avrei potuto finire in meno tempo) 
 Era proporzionato al compito traduttivo (ho avuto tutto il tempo necessario) 
 Era insufficiente per svolgere il compito traduttivo (avrei voluto qualche minuto in 
più) 
4. Prima di iniziare a tradurre hai letto: 
 Tutto il testo per intero 
 Tutto il testo, ma in parti per avere un’idea generale 
 Il paragrafo che di volta in volta mi apprestavo a tradurre 
 Il periodo che di volta in volta mi apprestavo a tradurre 
 La frase che di volta in volta mi apprestavo a tradurre 
 Altro (specificare: ………………………………………….………………………) 
5. Per tradurre hai utilizzato principalmente (possibile segnare più risposte):  
 Dizionari bilingui specifica se:  online,  offline,  cartaceo 
 Dizionari monolingui specifica se:  online,  offline,  cartaceo 
 Ricerche su Google (occorrenze, testi paralleli…) 
 Glossari 
 Altro (specificare: ……………………………………….…………………………) 
6. Le difficoltà che hai trovato nel testo erano principalmente dovute (possibile 
segnare più risposte): 
 Al lessico del testo di partenza 
 Alla struttura sintattica del testo di partenza 
 Altro (specificare: ……………………………………….………………………..) 






7. Hai effettuato una revisione del testo prima di consegnarlo? 
 Sì  
 No 
a. Se sì, come (possibile segnare più risposte)? 
 Finita la traduzione l’ho riletta per intero 
 Rivedevo ogni paragrafo dopo averlo terminato 
 Rivedevo ogni periodo dopo averlo terminato 
 Rivedevo ogni frase dopo averla terminata 
 Altro (specificare: …………………………….…………….…………………..) 
b. Nel rivedere il testo (possibile segnare più risposte): 
 ho riletto solo la mia traduzione, senza confrontarla con il testo di partenza 
 ho sempre confrontato la mia traduzione con il testo di partenza 
 Altro (specificare: ………………………………..……………………………..) 
8. Come valuteresti la tua traduzione su una scala da 1 a 10? ..................... 
9. Rispetto al testo della prova precedente (“Xxxxx”, su xxx), questo testo era: 
 Più difficile perché ...……………………………………………………………. 
 Più o meno della stesso grado di difficoltà 
 Più facile perché …...……………………………………………………………. 
10. Frequenti o hai frequentato negli ultimi xxx corsi di formazione e/o workshop di 
tipo linguistico inerenti alla traduzione (ad es. corsi su particolari linguaggi 
specialistici e traduzione specializzata, etc.; escludendo quelli di marketing, 
gestione dell’attività, seminari su CAT tool, etc.)? 
 Sì, (specificare …………………………………………………………………..) 
 No 
a. Se sì, con quale frequenza partecipi di norma a questo tipo di corsi? 
 Più di 2 volte l’anno 
 1-2volte l’anno 
 Meno di 1 volta l’anno 
 Mai 
 Altro (specificare: ………………………………..……………………………..) 
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a. Se sì, con quale frequenza ti rechi di solito all’estero per più di una settimana? 
 Più di 2 volte l’anno 
 1-2volte l’anno 
 Meno di 1 volta l’anno 
 Altro (specificare: ………………………………..……………………………..) 
 













Instructions for the identification of rich points 
 
IDENTIFICAZIONE DELLE DIFFICOLTÀ TRADUTTIVE DEL TESTO 
Istruzioni: 
1. Leggere integralmente (titolo compreso) il testo di partenza ed evidenziare i punti del 
testo che secondo voi, per la vostra esperienza diretta nel tradurlo, possono rappresentare 
dei problemi di traduzione. 
Si tratta di quei punti che non consentono una traduzione immediata verso l’italiano, 
di seguito definiti “punti problematici”: può trattarsi di singole parole o termini, sintagmi 
o parti di periodo più estese, ma comunque non superiori al periodo stesso (da un punto 
fermo al successivo). 
2. Individuare i punti problematici ed evidenziarli in giallo sul testo (esempio). 
3. Copiarli nella tabella sotto il testo di partenza in ordine di difficoltà decrescente, 
ovvero da quello che ritenete il problema più difficile a quello più semplice.  
4. Completare poi la tabella inserendo per ogni punto problematico il relativo tipo di 
difficoltà, scegliendo tra:  
 Difficoltà terminologica, nel caso di un termine tecnico.  
 Difficoltà di riformulazione lessicale: pur essendo facilmente comprensibile in 
inglese, la parola/il sintagma non ha un equivalente diretto adeguato in Italiano o non 
è facilmente traducibile. 
 Difficoltà di riformulazione sintattica: pur essendo facilmente comprensibile in 
inglese, il periodo presenta una struttura sintattica che non può essere facilmente 
trasposta in Italiano. 
 Difficoltà nella comprensione del testo: una parola/un sintagma/una parte di testo 
non è di facile o immediata comprensione.  
 Espressione idiomatica, non facilmente traducibile in italiano. 
 Altro: aggiungi tu una spiegazione quanto più chiara possibile del tipo di difficoltà. 
NB: I punti problematici individuati devono essere ALMENO* dodici (12), ma non c’è 
comunque un limite al numero massimo di punti identificabili. 
* Considerate anche difficoltà che magari non avete avuto in prima persona, ma che un traduttore 
meno esperto potrebbe trovare. Può trattarsi anche di parti del testo (anche singole parole) che 
necessitano di piccole riformulazioni o rielaborazioni. Se non riuscite ad indentificarne 12, cercate 
di identificare comunque il numero più alto di punti problematici possibile. 
5. Salvare il file con la vostra analisi in .doc o .docx rinominandolo come:  
RP_TP1_VOSTRO COGNOME (ad es. RP_TP1_QUINCI) 
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Why I sent Oxford a rejection letter 
Withdrawing my application to the university makes perfect sense – it’s a 
symbol of unfairness in our education system 
 
A little over a month ago, I sent Oxford a rejection email that parodied the thousands that they 
send each year. Much to my surprise, it has become a bit of an internet hit, and has provoked 
reactions of both horror and amusement. 
In it, I wrote: "I have now considered your establishment as a place to read Law (Jurisprudence). 
I very much regret to inform you that I will be withdrawing my application. I realise you may be 
disappointed by this decision, but you were in competition with many fantastic universities and 
following your interview I am afraid you do not quite meet the standard of the universities I will 
be considering." 
I certainly did not expect the email to spread as far as it has. Varying between offers of TV 
interviews and hundreds of enthusiastic Facebook messages (including, rather bizarrely, dozens 
from Peru), it has certainly been far-reaching. I find this hard to explain – but perhaps it’s 
because there is little light-hearted mockery of Oxbridge around. Many of my friends and 
undoubtedly many strangers were unable to comprehend that I’d sent such an email to this 
bastion of prestige and privilege. Why was I not afraid of damaging my future prospects as a 
lawyer?  
For me, such questions paint a picture of a very cynical society. I do not want to study law 
because I want to be rich, or wear an uncomfortable wig and cloak. Perhaps optimistically, I want 
to study law because I am interested in justice. 
To me, withdrawing my application to an institution that is a symbol of unfairness in both our 
education and the legal system (which is so dominated by Oxbridge graduates) makes perfect 
sense, and I am reluctant to be part of a system so heavily dominated by such a narrow group of 
self-selecting elites. It seems tragic that people often seem to believe that individuals should 
compromise their beliefs in favour of improving their ambiguous "future prospects". 
Difficoltà DECRESCENTE 
(dal più al meno difficile) 
PUNTO PROBLEMATICO 
(parte del testo) 
Tipo di difficoltà 
(tra quelle indicate) 
1   
2   
3   
4   
5   
6   
7   
8   
9   
10   
11   
12   







Instructions for the assessment of rich points 
 
Instructions for the assessment of RPs 
Acceptable 
Solution (A) 
Congruence between the ST and TT. The solution activates all the 
relevant connotations of the ST in the translation context. 
Partially Acceptable 
Solution (PA) 
Some congruence between the ST and the TT and total congruence 
within the TT. The solution activates some of the relevant 
connotations of the ST in the translation context and the TT is 
congruent in the translation context. 
Unacceptable 
Solution (U) 
No congruence between the ST and the TT or within the TT. 
Either, the solution does not activate any of the relevant 
connotations of the ST, or, it activates connotations that are 
incongruent in the translation context. 
Three variables have to be assessed (as A, PA or U) for each RP (PACTE 2009:127), namely: 
1. meaning of the source text; 
2. function of the translation (within […] the readers’ expectations, genre conventions in 
the target culture); and 
3. use of appropriate language. 
A description of acceptable, partially acceptable and unacceptable solutions per each variable is 
provided below: 




Soluzione che attiva 
tutte le connotazioni 
importanti del TP 
Soluzione adeguata alla 
funzione del testo (tiene 
conto del translation 
brief, del lettore e delle 
convenzioni del genere 







Soluzione che attiva 
alcune delle 
connotazioni importanti 
del TP e mantiene la 
coerenza del TA nel 
suo contesto 
Soluzione parzialmente 
adeguata alla funzione 
del testo (ad es.: inutile 
nota a piè di pagina, 
spiegazione inutilmente 
lunga, etc.) 
Soluzione non del 










Soluzione che non attiva 
nessuna delle 
connotazioni importanti 
del TP e/o attiva delle 
connotazioni non 
coerenti con il contesto 
Soluzione non adeguata 
alla/coerente con la 
funzione del testo 
Soluzione non 
corretta 
(Translated from PACTE 2007:107) 
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Appendix 12. 
Permutations, acceptability and acceptability score per RP 
 
 
Meaning Function Language Acceptability Acceptability 
score 
A A A 
A 1 
A A PA 
A PA A 
A PA PA 
PA A A 
A A U 
PA 0.5 
A PA U 
A U A 
A U PA 
PA PA A 
PA PA PA 
PA A PA 
A U U 
U 0 
PA PA U 
PA A U 
PA U A 
PA U PA 
PA U U 
U A A 
U PA A 
U PA PA 
U PA U 
U A PA 
U A U 
U U A 
A: Acceptable solution PA: Semi-acceptable solution U: Unacceptable solution 
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Appendix 13. 
Sample table summarising the data gathered through the questionnaires 
 
 
N1 N2 N3 N4 N5 N6 N7 N8 N9 N10 N11 N12 N13 1.76455
9 9 10 10 12 15 11 12 11.5 12 13 10 12 `x = 11.3
The ST was very easy 0      0.00%
The ST was easy 0      0.00%
Average x x x x x x x x x x 10      76.92%
The ST was difficult x x x 3      23.08%
The ST was very difficult 0      0.00%
Time was too much x x x x 4 30.77%
Time was enough x x x x x x x x x 9 69.23%
Time was too little 0 0.00%
The whole ST x x x x x 5 38.46%
Scanning/Skimming x x 2 15.38%
The paragraph to be translated x x x 3 23.08%
The sentence to  be translated x x x 3 23.08%
The clause to  be translated 0 0.00%
Other 0 0.00%
Bilingual online dict. x x x x x x x x x x x 11 84.62%
Bilingual offline dict. x 1 7.69%
Monolingual online dict. x x x x 4 30.77%
Monolingual offline dict. 0 0.00%
Bilingual paper dict. 0 0.00%
Monolingual paper dict. 0 0.00%
General search engine x x x x x x x x x x x 11 84.62%
Other x 1 7.69%
Glossaries 0 0.00%
3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 `x = 2.15
Vocabulary of the ST x x x x x x x x 8 61.54%
Syntax of the ST x x x x 4 30.77%
Other x x x 3 23.08%
None x x 2 15.38%
Yes x x x x x x x x x x x x x 13 100.00%
No 0 0.00%
Full-text reading x x x x x x x x x x x 11 84.62%
Reading para. by para. x x x x x 5 38.46%
Reading sentence by sentence x 1 7.69%
Reading clause by clause x x 2 15.38%
Other 0 0.00%
Unilingual x x x x 4 30.77%
Comparative x x x x x x x 7 53.85%
Unilingual AND comparative 0 0.00%
Other x x 2 15.38%
7 7 6 7 8 7 8.5 6 7.5 7 7 7 7.5 `x = 7.12
0-25% 0 0.00%
25-50% 0 0.00%
50-75% x x 2 15.38%
75-100% x x x x x x x x x x x 11 84.62%
yes x 1 7.69%
no. of days
4
no x x x x x x x x x x x x 12 92.31%
yes 0 0.00%
no. of hours
no x x x x x x x x x x x x x 13 100.00%
yes x x 2 15.38%
no. of source words 350 1200
no x x x x x x x x x x x 11 84.62%
More difficult x x x x x x x x x x 10 76.92%
As difficult as the previous one x x x 3 23.08%
Less difficult 0 0.00%
x x x x x 5 38.46%





































self-assessment (1 to 10 pts.)
2nd TRANSLATION TEST






























































































N1t1 351 -1 -0.28% 21 5.97% 39 11.08% -5.11%
N2t1 348 -4 -1.14% 30 8.52% 34 9.66% -1.14%
N3t1 334 -18 -5.11% 16 4.55% 27 7.67% -3.13%
N4t1 337 -15 -4.26% 37 10.51% 44 12.50% -1.99%
N5t1 345 -7 -1.99% 16 4.55% 16 4.55% 0.00%
N6t1 331 -21 -5.97% 12 3.41% 33 9.38% -5.97%
N7t1 366 14 3.98% 59 16.76% 39 11.08% 5.68%
N8t1 367 15 4.26% 69 19.60% 46 13.07% 6.53%
N9t1 354 2 0.57% 12 3.41% 19 5.40% -1.99%
N10t1 366 14 3.98% 27 7.67% 18 5.11% 2.56%
N11t1 375 23 6.53% 41 11.65% 20 5.68% 5.97%
N12t1 333 -19 -5.40% 2 0.57% 10 2.84% -2.27%
N13t1 343 -9 -2.56% 32 9.09% 26 7.39% 1.70%
mean -0.57% 8.17% 8.11% 0.07%
median -1.14% 7.67% 8.11% #NUM!
mode 3.98% 4.55% #N/D #N/D
MAX 6.53% 19.60% 13.07% 6.53%
MIN -5.97% 0.57% 2.84% -5.97%
Range 12.50% 19.03% 10.23% 12.50%
0.0330.0558.17%-0.57% 8.11%0.042 0.073
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Appendix 15. 
Sample table for the analysis of syntactic variation 
 
 
no. % no. %
ST1 17
[5]+[6]
Nella mail avevo scritto: “Ho preso in considerazione la Vostra istituzione per i miei studi di Legge (Giurisprudenza), ma sono
spiacente di dovervi informare che ho intenzione di ritirare la mia domanda di ammissione. 
[8]+[9]
Certo, non mi aspettavo che la mail avesse una così gran diffusione; è stato un fenomeno di vasta portata, dalle varie proposte di 
interviste alla TV alle centinaia di messaggi entusiasti su Facebook (inclusi, il che è bizzarro, dozzine dal Perù). 
[5]+[6]
Ecco ciò che ho scritto: “Ho preso in considerazione la Vostra università per studiare giurisprudenza, tuttavia sono spiacente di 
informarVi che ritirerò la mia domanda di ammissione.
[7]
Capisco che possiate rimanere delusi dalla mia decisione. Ho considerato diverse università meravigliose e avendo partecipato al 
Vostro colloquio credo che la Vostra università non eguagli la qualità degli altri istituti.
[8]+[9]
Non mi aspettavo certo che la mia e-mail ottenesse tanta popolarità, a partire da offerte per interviste in tv a centinaia di messaggi 
su Facebook di gente entusiasta (comprese decine di messaggi dal Perù, del tutto inaspettati).
N3t1 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
N4t1 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
N5t1 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
N6t1 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
[5]+[6]
Il testo diceva “Ho attentamente preso in considerazione l’idea di studiare Giurisprudenza presso la Vostra istituzione, ma sono 
molto spiacente di doverVi comunicare la revoca della mia domanda d’ammissione.
[8]+[9]
Questa mail si è diffusa nel Web in modo del tutto inaspettato: considerando le molte richieste di interviste in TV e le centinaia di 
messaggi entusiasti che ho ricevuto su Facebook (di cui, cosa alquanto bizzarra, svariate dozzine provenienti dal Perù), deve aver 
di certo fatto molta strada.
[11]+[12]
Che io abbia potuto scrivere qualcosa del genere ad una nota roccaforte di prestigio e virtù è tuttora inspiegabile per molti miei 
amici ed altrettanti perfetti sconosciuti: non avevo paura di poter danneggiare la mia futura carriera da avvocato?
[13]+[14]+[15]
Penso che un simile dubbio dipinga il quadro di una società alquanto cinica: non voglio studiare Legge per diventare ricca o per 
poter indossare parrucca e mantello bensì, forse troppo ottimisticamente, voglio farlo perché mi interessa la giustizia.
[5]+[6]
Nell’e-mail in questione ho scritto: “ Ho valutato la Vostra offerta di un posto alla facoltà di Legge (Giurisprudenza) e mi dispiace 
comunicarVi che ho intenzione di ritirare la mia domanda d’ammissione
[8]+[9]
Non mi sarei ovviamente mai aspettata che l’e-mail avesse una tale risonanza: ha certamente sortito un effetto considerevole, da 
offerte di interviste televisive a centinaia di messaggi entusiastici via Facebook (persino una dozzina inviati dal Perù). 
[14]+[15]
Non voglio studiare legge per i soldi, per una scomoda parrucca o per la toga, bensì per un ideale, forse ottimistico, di giustizia.
N9t1 16 -1 0 0.0% 1 5.9% [5]+[6]
In essa ho scritto: “Ho considerato la vostra istituzione in quanto luogo per apprendere Giurisprudenza, e mi duole informarVi 
che ho deciso di ritirare la mia candidatura
[5]+[6]
Ecco cosa avevo scritto: “Dopo aver preso in considerazione il Vostro Istituto per intraprendere gli studi di Legge 
(Giurisprudenza), mi rincresce doverVi comunicare che ho intenzione di ritirare la mia iscrizione. 
[8]+[9]
Certamente non mi aspettavo che l’email suscitasse un tale clamore, che, tra le offerte di interviste televisive e centinaia di 
messaggi entusiasti su Facebook (tra cui –pazzescamente- dozzine dal Perù), è stato davvero considerevole. 
[16]
Per me, ritirare la mia iscrizione ad un’istituzione che è un simbolo di disonestà sia nei confronti del nostro sistema scolastico che 
legale (così tanto dominato da laureati ad Oxford), ha perfettamente senso. Inoltre sono piuttosto restia a far parte di un sistema 
così fortemente dominato da un gruppo ristretto di “élite autoselezionata”. 
[3]+[4]
Poco più di un mese fa ho inviato all’università di Oxford un’e-mail di rifiuto che scimmiottava le migliaia inviate da loro ogni anno 
e che, con mia grande sorpresa, è diventata una sorta di “hit” su internet e ha provocato reazioni diverse di disapprovazione e 
divertimento.
[5]+[6]
In questa e-mail ho scritto così: “Ho preso in considerazione il vostro ateneo perché interessata alla facoltà di legge 
(giurisprudenza), ma sono spiacente di comunicarvi che ritirerò la mia domanda. 
[8]+[9]
Non mi aspettavo di certo che l’e-mail avesse tutta questa diffusione; tra offerte di interviste televisive e centinaia di messaggi 
entusiastici su Facebook (fra i quali, in maniera alquanto bizzarra, dozzine provenienti dal Perù) la vicenda ha, infatti, avuto grande 
risonanza.
[11]+[12]
Molti dei miei amici e senza dubbio anche molti estranei non sono riusciti a capire perché avessi mandato una simile e-mail a 
questo colosso di prestigio e privilegio e come mai non avessi avuto paura  di danneggiare le mie prospettive future come 
avvocato.
[14]+[15]
Io, infatti, non voglio studiare legge per diventare ricca o indossare una scomoda parrucca e una toga, ma, forse in maniera troppo 
ottimistica, voglio studiare legge perché mi interessa la giustizia.
N12t1 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
[2]
L’aver ritirato la domanda da quell’università è stata una mossa sensata. È un simbolo dell’ingiustizia del nostro sistema 
scolastico.
[3]+[4]
Poco più di un mese fa ho mandato ad Oxford una mail di rifiuto che imitasse le migliaia che inviano loro ogni anno e con mia 
grandissima sorpresa è diventata un tormentone di internet, provocando reazioni a volte di disdegno altre di divertimento.
[5]+[6]
Avevo scritto: “Il Vostro ateneo rientra tra quelli da me considerati per studiare Legge (Giurisprudenza), ma sono terribilmente 
spiacente di informarVi che mi trovo costretta a ritirare la mia domanda.
[8]+[9]+[10]
Non mi aspettavo di certo che la mia mail si diffondesse in questo modo, procurandomi addirittura offerte di interviste alla 
televisione e centinaia di messaggi entusiasti su Facebook, tra cui perfino alcuni dal Perù; comunque non ne comprendo il motivo, 
sarà forse perché c’è una sottile presa in giro di Oxbridge.
[11]+[12]
Molti miei amici e di sicuro molti inesperti non riescono a capire perché avessi mandato una mail del genere ad un tale baluardo del 
prestigio e del privilegio, o perché non temessi di danneggiare una mia futura carriera da avvocato.
[13]+[14]+[15]
A mio avviso queste domande denotano una società cinica: sarò forse io ad essere ottimista, ma non voglio studiare legge per 
arricchirmi e indossare una scomoda parrucca e un cappello, voglio studiare legge perché credo nella giustizia.
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Appendix 17. 
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Graphic representation of syntactic variation (Tasks 4 and 5) 
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Appendix 19. 




Why I sent O xford a 
rejec tion letter
M F L
a bit of an 
Internet hit
M F L
(as a place) to 
read Law
M F L Varying between M F L
N1t1
Perché ho spedito 
all'Università di 
Oxford una lettera di 
rifiuto
A




per i miei studi 
di Legge 
A
dalle [varie proposte di 
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una lettera di rifiuto a 
Oxford
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ho ricevuto [offerte di 




Perchè ho rifiutato 
l'ammissione a Oxford
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un successone su 
internet
A
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Oxford una lettera di 
rifiuto
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Oxford
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[la vicenda] ha 
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Ecco perché ho detto 
no a Oxford
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[ha riscosso] non 
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Oxford una lettera di 
rifiuto
A
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Legge 
A
tra [le offerte di 




Ecco perché ho 
mandato una lettera 
di rifiuto a Oxford
A




facoltà di legge 
A
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Oxford una lettera di 
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Oxford
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RP1 RP2 RP3 RP4 RP5 RP6 RP7 RP8 RP9 A PA U mean max min range
N1t1 A U A A U U A A U 5 0 4 5
N2t1 PA A A A U A U A A 6 1 2 6.5
N3t1 A U A U U U U U PA 2 1 6 2.5
N4t1 A A U U U U A A PA 4 1 4 4.5
N5t1 A PA A PA U A A A PA 5 3 1 6.5
N6t1 A A A A U U U PA U 4 1 4 4.5
N7t1 A PA A U A A U A A 6 1 2 6.5
N8t1 A A U A A A A A U 7 0 2 7
N9t1 A U U A PA U U U PA 2 2 5 3
N10t1 PA PA A A PA A U U A 4 3 2 5.5
N11t1 A U A A PA A A PA PA 5 3 1 6.5
N12t1 A A A A PA U U A U 5 1 3 5.5
N13t1 A PA A U PA U U A A 4 2 3 5
sum 59 19 39
mean 4.54 1.46 3.00
mode 5 1 2 6.5
median 5 1 3 5.5
2.5 4.55.27 7
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Appendix 21. 




S A C L F S M
S
L I S A C L F S MSL I
t
Ritirare la mia domanda di ammissione ha perfettamente senso –
è  un simbolo di ingiustizia nel nostro sistema educativo
t
Ha senso che io abbia ritirato la mia domanda di ammissione
all’università – è un segnale dell’ingiustizia del nostro sistema
educativo
M Logic M Logic
t
è diventata un po' un successo su internet
t
che non eguagli la qualità degli altri istituti.
M Accuracy M Completeness
t per i miei studi di Legge (Giurisprudenza) t
Non mi aspettavo certo che la mia e-mail ottenesse tanta 
popolarità, a partire da offerte per interviste 
M Sub-language M Smoothness
t con diverse Università fantastiche t (comprese decine di messaggi dal Perù, del tutto inaspettati)
M Mechanics M Accuracy
t delle altre università che ho preso in considerazione t È difficile da spiegare, forse per  il semplice motivo 
M Accuracy M Logic
t
è stato un fenomeno di vasta portata, dalle varie proposte di 
interviste t
per il semplice motivo che si sentono delle prese in giro poco 
allegre sulle università di Oxford e Cambridge
M Smoothness M Logic
t messaggi entusiasti t castello di prestigio e privilegi
M Accuracy M Idiom
t É difficile da spiegare, forse perché si fa poca ironia t una parrucca e una tonaca scomode
M Logic M Accuracy
t poca ironia leggera t élites
M Accuracy M Mechanics
t Oxbridge x2
M Completeness
t non riuscivano a comprendere che  avessi inviato
M Logic
t A mio avviso questioni simili dipingono una società molto cinica
M Logic
t simbolo di ingiustizia sia nell'educazione che nel sistema legale
M Sub-language
t ristretto gruppo elitario 
M Completeness
t
Sembra tragico che a volte la gente pare credere che i singoli 
debbano scendere 
M Smoothness
t scendere a compromessi sulle loro convinzioni
M Idiom











































































TEST 1 A C L F S M SL I tot err no. of 3 no. of 2 no. of 1 tot err
N1t1 4 2 4 1 1 1 2 1 16 2 7 7 16
N2t1 2 1 3 0 1 1 0 1 9 4 2 3 9
N3t1 4 1 3 0 2 5 2 0 17 3 4 10 17
N4t1 2 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 8 2 3 3 8
N5t1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 5 1 1 3 5
N6t1 5 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 11 4 5 2 11
N7t1 3 1 1 0 0 4 0 1 10 2 3 5 10
N8t1 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 7 2 3 2 7
N9t1 8 2 0 0 2 4 0 1 17 2 9 6 17
N10t1 3 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 11 3 3 5 11
N11t1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 6 0 3 3 6
N12t1 2 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 8 4 2 2 8
N13t1 5 3 2 0 2 0 4 2 18 6 6 6 18
sum 41 17 25 1 12 22 16 9 143.0 sum 35 51 57 143
mean 3.15 1.31 1.92 0.08 0.92 1.69 1.23 0.69 11.00 mean 2.69 3.92 4.38 11.00
SD 2.03 0.75 1.26 0.28 0.76 1.70 1.09 0.75 4.53 SD 1.55 2.25 2.40 4.53
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Appendix 23. 
Mean of different expansions per type 
  
   
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 0.65 0.55 0.84 1.22
Readability 1.02 1.27 1.43 1.57












Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 1.11 1.29 1.30 0.96
Readability 0.37 0.53 0.96 0.49










Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 10.38 16.20 13.86 8.56
Readability 3.92 5.10 4.71 3.78












Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 5.69 10.40 12.14 8.75
Readability 5.23 3.50 4.57 2.75










Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 6.08 4.50 6.67 3.38
Readability 2.46 1.50 1.44 1.78















Mean of different reductions per type 
 
  
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 1.09 1.12 1.10 1.19
Readability 0.71 0.89 0.80 0.58








Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 1.47 2.12 1.66 1.20
Readability 0.19 0.11 0.05 0.00








Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 3.15 2.40 4.00 1.11
Readability 5.31 3.80 3.57 3.89









Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 4.92 5.20 3.43 1.88
Readability 2.00 1.30 1.86 2.38









Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Sense 6.08 4.50 6.67 3.38
Readability 2.46 1.50 1.44 1.78











Data documentation 245 
 
Appendix 25. 






T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 74.47% 67.49% 71.62% 72.83% 68.46% 
Group I1 75.66% 68.83% 71.83% 72.69% 68.49% 
Group I2 75.20% 67.30% 72.22% 73.98% 68.03% 












T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 9.23% 8.08% 7.55% 8.07% 11.95% 
Group I1 8.55% 7.58% 7.01% 7.84% 11.90% 
Group I2 8.69% 8.05% 6.92% 7.39% 11.58% 









High usage vocabulary 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 7.80% 8.51% 9.29% 10.61% 9.34% 
Group I1 7.67% 8.50% 9.95% 10.86% 9.06% 
Group I2 7.66% 8.78% 9.82% 10.30% 9.03% 








High availability vocabulary 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 8.51% 15.94% 11.54% 8.49% 10.25% 
Group I1 8.13% 15.09% 10.93% 8.60% 10.56% 
Group I2 8.38% 15.87% 11.03% 8.33% 11.36% 


















Average number of acceptable, partially acceptable and unacceptable solutions per group 
 
  
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
A 4.54 5.57 5.80 5.78
PA 1.46 1.14 1.10 1.11












Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
A 6.38 6.57 6.50 7.33
PA 0.54 0.43 0.70 0.67












Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
A 7.38 6.30 6.86 7.33
PA 0.85 0.70 1.43 0.89












Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
A 5.62 4.60 6.14 7.13
PA 1.15 1.40 0.71 0.38












Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
A 7.54 7.00 6.11 8.13
PA 0.31 0.42 1.00 0.38
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Appendix 27. 
Participants’ distribution across the performance levels 
 
  
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
PL1 (0-1.9)
PL2 (2-3.9) 15.38% 14.28%
PL3 (4-5.9) 46.15% 28.57% 20.00% 44.44%
PL4 (6-7.9) 38.46% 28.57% 80.00% 33.33%













Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
PL1 (0-1.9)
PL2 (2-3.9)
PL3 (4-5.9) 30.76% 14.28%
PL4 (6-7.9) 38.46% 57.14% 80.00% 44.44%













Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
PL1 (0-1.9)
PL2 (2-3.9)
PL3 (4-5.9) 15.38% 40.00%
PL4 (6-7.9) 38.46% 30.00% 71.42% 55.55%













Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
PL1 (0-1.9)
PL2 (2-3.9)
PL3 (4-5.9) 38.46% 60.00% 28.57%
PL4 (6-7.9) 46.15% 40.00% 71.42% 62.50%













Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
PL1 (0-1.9)
PL2 (2-3.9)
PL3 (4-5.9) 8.33% 44.44%
PL4 (6-7.9) 38.46% 58.33% 22.22%


















Mean of errors per severity and group 
 
  
Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Minor 4.38 2.57 4.00 3.89
Major 3.92 3.00 2.10 2.67











Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Minor 7.46 4.29 6.90 4.00
Major 5.62 4.29 4.40 2.67











Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Minor 5.15 4.90 4.71 1.56
Major 3.00 3.00 2.29 0.67











Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Minor 5.54 4.60 5.00 2.63
Major 3.46 3.50 2.00 1.25











Group N Group I1 Group I2 Group P
Minor 6.92 6.75 8.11 3.88
Major 3.15 2.00 3.56 0.50
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Appendix 29. 
Mean of errors per type and group 
 
Acc. Comp. Log. Facts Smoo. Mec. SubL. Idiom 
Group N 3.15 1.31 1.92 0.08 0.92 1.69 1.23 0.69 
Group I1 1.71 1.14 1.71 0.00 0.86 1.29 1.00 0.14 
Group I2 1.90 1.60 1.60 0.10 0.90 1.10 0.80 0.40 









Acc. Comp. Log. Facts Smoo. Mec. SubL. Idiom 
Group N 6.23 0.38 0.54 0.08 0.92 2.85 4.77 0.54 
Group I1 4.57 0.14 0.43 0.14 0.86 1.29 3.43 1.00 
Group I2 4.90 0.70 0.60 0.00 0.70 2.90 4.20 0.60 









Acc. Comp. Log. Facts Smoo. Mec. SubL. Idiom 
Group N 3.00 0.46 0.46 0.62 0.38 1.77 3.62 0.23 
Group I1 4.00 0.50 0.80 0.60 1.10 1.80 1.70 0.50 
Group I2 1.86 0.29 0.57 0.43 0.43 2.57 1.71 0.71 














Acc. Comp. Log. Facts Smoo. Mec. SubL. Idiom 
Group N 3.08 0.38 1.31 0.23 0.92 1.92 1.69 1.77 
Group I1 2.80 0.20 1.50 1.00 1.20 2.10 1.40 1.00 
Group I2 2.71 0.71 0.43 0.29 0.14 1.86 1.43 1.29 









Acc. Comp. Log. Facts Smoo. Mec. SubL. Idiom 
Group N 3.54 0.62 1.08 0.15 0.38 4.92 1.15 1.23 
Group I1 2.58 0.33 0.67 0.08 0.25 4.83 0.92 1.17 
Group I2 3.44 0.78 2.44 0.67 0.11 4.44 1.56 0.89 
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Appendix 30. 
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Appendix 32. 
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Appendix 34. 



























































































































































T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 76.92% 38.46% 53.85% 46.15% 53.85% 
Group I1 57.14% 42.86% 70.00% 60.00% 66.67% 
Group I2 90.00% 60.00% 71.43% 71.43% 77.78% 













T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 7.69% 15.38% 7.69%   15.38% 
Group I1   28.57% 30.00% 10.00% 8.33% 
Group I2   30.00% 14.29% 14.29% 11.11% 













T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 7.69% 23.08% 15.38% 23.08% 23.08% 
Group I1 14.29% 14.29%   30.00% 16.67% 
Group I2         11.11% 












Paragraph by para. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N 7.69% 23.08% 23.08% 7.69% 15.38% 
Group I1 14.29% 14.29%       
Group I2 10.00%   14.29% 14.29% 11.11% 










Sentence by sent. 
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 
Group N       23.08% 15.38% 
Group I1 14.29%       8.33% 
Group I2   10.00%       







Clause by cl. 
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Appendix 36. 



























































































































































Group N 92.31% 15.38% 7.69% 7.69%   
Group I1 85.71% 14.29% 14.29%     
Group I2 90.00% 20.00% 20.00% 10.00%   


























Group N 84.62% 38.46% 7.69% 15.38%   
Group I1 85.71% 28.57%       
Group I2 90.00% 30.00%   10.00%   


























Group N 100.00% 30.77% 23.08% 23.08%   
Group I1 85.71% 57.14% 14.29%     
Group I2 100.00% 30.00% 40.00% 20.00%   


























Group N 100.00% 15.38% 30.77% 15.38%   
Group I1 90.00% 10.00% 20.00% 10.00%   
Group I2 100.00% 42.86%       


























Group N 100.00% 38.46% 30.77% 7.69% 0.00% 
Group I1 91.67% 16.67% 16.67% 8.33% 0.00% 
Group I2 88.89% 44.44% 22.22% 0.00% 0.00% 














Data documentation 259 
 
Appendix 38. 








Group N 46.15% 46.15% 7.69%
Group I1 14.29% 71.43%
Group I2 10.00% 80.00% 10.00%
















Group N 30.77% 53.85% 15.38%
Group I1 57.14% 28.57% 14.29%
Group I2 40.00% 40.00% 20.00%
















Group N 53.85% 38.46% 7.69%
Group I1 50.00% 30.00% 10.00% 10.00%
Group I2 0.00% 57.14% 28.57%
















Group N 46.15% 38.46% 7.69% 7.69%
Group I1 50.00% 30.00% 20.00%
Group I2 28.57% 42.86% 28.57%
















Group N 61.54% 38.46%
Group I1 41.67% 41.67% 8.33%
Group I2 33.33% 55.56% 0.00%
Group P 12.50% 75.00% 12.50%
0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%
90.00%
100.00%
T5 
